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CURRENT TOPICS. 
Mr. Justice Romer intends to resume his seat in court on 
Tuesday next. ‘There will be six actions for hearing in his 
first day’s list. 





THE NEW RULES under the Companies (Winding-up) Act, 
1890, are not yet issued. Considering that they come into 
operation on Tuesday week, the delay is likely to occasion con- 
siderable inconvenience. 


Mr. Jusricx Kuxnwicn, departing from the ordinary practice 


regard to his work on the several days of the week, which, 
while they are sufficiently — require the seeker after 
information to read through the whole of them each time he 
desires to know, with reference to any given day, what business 
will be set down in the day’s list. 





Tue Lists of the five judges of the Chancery Division for the 
Easter Sittings exhibit no t variation from those of the four 
previous sittings. They will contain in all 678 cases, as com- 
pared with 661 in Hilary, 1892, 670 in Michaelmas, 1891, 699 
in Trinity, 1891, and 664 in Easter, 1891. The witness actions 
which are included in the above enumeration will be 498, as 
compared with 480, 467, 521, and 472 in the four preceding 
sittings. 

In THE List of appeals for the Easter Sittings there will be 31 
final appeals and 6 interlocutory appeals from the Chancery 
Division, and 2 appeals from the County Palatine of Lancaster. 
From the Queen’s Bench Division there will be 50 final appeals 
and 3 interlocutory, besides 3 from the Probate, Divorce, and 
Admiralty Division, 7 bankruptcy appeals, and 22 cases in the 
new trial paper. The a therefore number 124 in all, as 
compared with 146 in , 1892, and 134 a year ago. 








DvurInc THE ensuing sitti which commence on Tuesday 
next, the 26th inst., Court of Appeal No. 1 will, subject to any 
special days to be Py Se for the hearing ef Admiralty 
appeals with assessors, hear Queen’s Bench final appeals and the 
new trial paper in alternate weeks; and when the new trial 
paper is disposed of the final — will be taken every day. 
These arrangements are qualified by the possible interposition 
on Mondsys and Fridays of interlocutory and ptey 
appeals. ‘ 





THE LAMENTABLE loss of life at the Hampstead Heath Station 
will direct the attention of the public to the obligations of 
railway companies to their passengers in cases where the 
pressure of extraordinary traffic may reasonably be apprehended. 
As far as we know there are only two decisions bearing on the 
point. The first is that of Hogan v. South-Eastern Railway Co. 
(28 L. T. Rep. N. 8. 271), in which it was held by the Court of 
Common Pleas that if a company allows a platform to be over- 
crowded and does not provide adequate protection in the case of 
an unusual influx of passengers, the company may be liable to 
a passenger for injury arising from the mere action of the 
crowd. The second case is the better known one of Jackson v. 
Metropolitan Railway Co., which ultimately went to the House of 
Lords (26 W. R. 175). In that case, the plaintiff's compart- 
ment being full, three extra passengers got in at the Gower- 
street Station, notwithstanding the plaintiff's remonstrances. 
At the next station (Portland-road) there was a large crowd, 
and more passengers attemped to enter, but were prevented by 
the plaintiff and his fellow-passengers. The train moved on, 
and the door being shut by a porter, the plaintiff's hand was 
crushed in the hinge. The Court of Common Pleas (25 W. R. 
78) upheld a verdict for the plaintiff. The Court of Appeal (25 
W. R. 661) was equally divided. The House of Lords (26 
W. R. 175) decided for the company, not on the ground that 


, | they had not been negligent, but on the ground that there was 


no evidence connecting their negligence with the accident. In 
the Court of Common Pleas Lord Cotermer had held that 
there was an uncontrolled action on the part of a number of 
persons on the platform, “which action was not controlled, and 
could not be controlled, by reason of the want of sufficient 
servants of the company, who were, to a reasonable extent, 
bound to control it”; and Lord Carmns, in the House of 
Lords, appears indirectly to have assumed that companies are 
bound, to a reasonable extent, to control the action of crowds 
upon platforms. But the difficult question of “ reasonable 
extent’ would, of course, be a question of fact for a jury, ora 
judge if a plaintiff in an action for damages arising from an 
overcrowded platform could be brought to consent to have his 
action tried by a judge without the assistance of a jury. 





as regards the sittings paper, has laid down a set of rules with 


In rue case of Hope v. Hope, which we report else- 
26 
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where, Srrruine, J., has decided that the Married Women’s 
Property Act, 1882, has not affected the husband’s tenancy 
by the curtesy in statutory separate estate of the wife of 
which she has not disposed either in her lifetime or by 
will, The matter is one of some difficulty. It is pointed 
out by Messrs. Wotsrennotme and Brinron (Conveyancing 
and Settled Land Acts, 6th ed., p. 198) that the estate 
by the curtesy was an extension during the husband’s whole 
life (arising of birth of inheritable issue) of his freehold 
in right of his wife during their joint lives. But inasmuch as 
a married woman is now capable of acquiring and holding real 
property as her separate property in the same manner as if she 
were a feme sole (section 1 of the Act), the husband has no 
longer a freehold during the joint lives, and, upon this theory 
of the tenancy by the curtesy, he has no interest which is 
capable of being extended into such an estate upon his wife’s 
death. But the theory does not account so clearly for the 
existence of the curtesy in the wife’s separate estate. As to 
this, although during the joint lives the husband has no interest 
in it, yet upon the ground that the separate use ceases on his wife’s 
death, he takes the same curtesy as he would have had in her 
legal, or in her ordinary equitable, estate ( Cooper v. Macdonald, 26 
W. R. 377, 7 Ch. D. 288). Practically, hewever, this is by way 
of direct gift to him, and not on the ground of any extension 
of a previous estate. Hence, in the case of separate estate, 
the courts recognize the husband’s tenancy as an independent 
right, and not as the mere continuance of an estate originally 
held by him. In this condition of things—the husband’s curtesy 
being ordinarily a mere extension of his original estate, but as to 
separate property an independent estate conferred upon him where 
no such extension is possible—there come the provisions of the 
Married Women’s Property Act, by which the married woman 
not only holds her property as her separate property, but also has 
the sole legal estate in it. If the strict legal theory is to pre- 
vail, then, as the husband takes no estate during his wife’s life, 
he can take none after her death. But if, as seems to be the 
case, the object of the Legislature was to create in the wife a 
statutory separate estate, which, although clothed with the legal 
estate, was intended to answer the same end as separate estate in 
equity, this can be sufficiently attained by following the rule 
hitherto existing as to real estate. There is, of course, the objec- 
tion that, whereas courts of equity were at liberty to do as they 
chose with the equitable estate, there is no such liberty now 
with regard to what has become the legal estate of the wife, but 
this is purely technical. Viewing the matter broadly, the hus- 
band had before the Act a well recognized interest both at law 
and in equity, and this interest should be interfered with only 
so far as is necessary to give effect to the purposes of the Act. 
It is sufficient, therefore, to treat the separate use created by the 
statute as conferring upon the married woman rights similar to 
those which she would have had under a separate use in equity, 
but, subject to these, the husband’s interest remains, as Srir- 
LING, J., has decided, unaffected. 





Two INTERESTING trade-mark cases were decided last week. 
In Rosenthal vy. Reynolds (reported elsewhere, also W. N., 
1892, p. 70) the plaintiff, a corset manufacturer, had regis- 
tered four trade-marks for corsets, each of which con- 
sisted either of a label or of a device, in combination with 
letters. On two of the labels the letters in combination 
were W. R., the plaintiff's initials, and the plaintiff had, 
in each application for registration, disclaimed the right to 
the exclusive use of the letters in question. The defendants, 


son, Sanderson, § Co.’s Application (ante, p. 413) seems to be a 
case of “‘first impression.” The facts were substantially as 
follows :—A. applied to register a trade-mark. B. opposed, on 
the ground that he had used the trade-mark in question before 
A. At the hearing before the registrar, B. admitted that he 
could not prove prior user by himself, but proposed to adduce 
evidence—which the registrar very properly rejected—of prior 
user by other persons. Without making any application to the 
registrar for leave to amend his notice of opposition, B. appealed 
to the Board of Trade, who, under section 69, sub-section 4, of 
the Act of 1883, referred the matter to the court. B. then 
applied to the court for leave to amend his notice of opposition, 
but Mr. Justice Srrriive refused the application. It is difficult 
to see how any other decision was possible. Rule 54 of the 
Trade-Marks Rules, 1890, to which reference was made on B.’s 
behalf, obviously relates to amendments by the comptroller or 
the registrar, and, in spite of R. 8S. C., ord. 28, r. 12, it is 
clear that the only matters which the court, on an appeal from 
the Board of Trade under section 69, sub-section 4, of the Act 
of 1883, has jurisdiction to ‘‘ hear and determine” are the issues 
which have been before the Board of Trade and the registrar. 





Tue Court or Appeat, in affirming the decision of Srie.ina, 
J., in Re Anglo- Austrian Printing and Publishing Co., [saacs’ and 
Kegan Paul's cases (reported elsewhere), seem to have rejoiced 
greatly that the form of the articles of association made it at 
length possible to fix directors with their qualification shares. 
The courts have shrunk from treating the mere acceptance of 
office as an agreement to take the qualification shares so as to 
make a director liable in respect of them, but the expressed 
opinion of the judges that this ought to be the case has been 
identical with that of the profession and the public, and a general 
adoption of the form which has now been successful will only 
anticipate a change which must shortly have been accomplished 
by the Legislature. The form was, indeed, suggested in Le 
Wheal Buller Consols (36 W. R. 723, 38 Ch. D. 42) as being 
likely to have the desired effect. In that case the articles pro- 
vided that the director might act before acquiring his qualifica- 
tion shares, but that his office should be vacated if he ceased to 
hold them or did not acquire them within three months of his 
appointment ; and Bowen, L.J., pointed out that, although it 
was the duty of the director not to act after the three months, 
yet there was no regulation that if he did continue to act he 
should be deemed to have taken the shares. In the present case 
such a regulation had been introduced. ‘The articles of the 
Anglo-Austrian Co. provided that a first director might act 
before acquiring his qualification shares, but he was in any case 
to acquire them within one month from his appointment, and, 
unless he should do so, he was to be deemed to have agreed.to take 
the shares from the company, and the same were to be forthwith 
allotted to him accordingly. The directors, therefore, who in 
accepting office accepted it subject to the articles, necessarily 
assented to the condition that they should be deemed to have 
agreed to take the shares, and under the circumstances this was, 
perhaps, equivalent to an actual agreement todoso. At any 
rate, it has had the same result so far as their liability is con- 
cerned. 





Tux recent decision of the Divisional Court (Denman and 
Cave, JJ.) in Evans v. Hoare (ante, p. 348) illustrates the rule 
that any introduction of a name into a document which has the 
effect of authenticating it operates as a signature under the 
Statute of Frauds, and it is not necessary for the name to be 





who were also corset manufacturers, and whose initials were | 
presumably (for on this point the report is silent) W. R., used | 
those letters in connection with corsets of their own manufacture. | 
The plaintiff moved for an interim injunction, but Nonrrn, J., | 
refused the application, on the ground that the plaintiff had | 
solemnly disclaimed the right to the exclusive use of the letters 
in question. This case, as our readers have no doubt observed, 
turned on the doctrine of estoppel, and does not in any way | 
interfere with the class of cases of which Re Apollinaris (8 
P. O. R. 165), Pinto v. Badman (8 P. O. R. 188, 191), and /n the 
Ma‘ter of the Smokeless Powder Co.’s Trade-Mark (9 P. O. R. 109) 
are the most recent and the most typical examples, Le Lobert- | 


also subscribed to the document. The question has frequently 
arisen where the name of one of the parties occtirs at the com- 


|mencement. Thus in Anight v. Crockford (1 Esp. 190) an agree- 


ment beginning “I, Jamus Crockvorp, agree to sell,” but signed 
only by the plaintiff, was held to be sufficiently signed also by 
the defendant so as to bind him under the statute. And a 
similar result was arrived at in Schneider vy. Norris (2 M. & 5. 
286), where the name of the vendor, the defendant, was simply 
printed at the head of a bill of parcels. After those decisions 
it was natural that the same construction should be given to 
the requirement of signature under the Statutes of Limitation, 


and in Lobb vy. Stanley (5 Q. B. 574) it was said that the object 
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alike of those statutes, and of the Statute of Frauds, was 
merely to authenticate the genuineness of the document. Ac- 
cordingly, a note reunlig Mr. Srantey cannot comply with 
the request of Messrs. Loss & Co., but will discharge their 
account as soon as he possibly can,” was held to be sufficiently 
signed by the defendant so as to amount to a promise to pay 
under 6 Geo. 4, c. 16, s. 131, The present case seems to be 
within those decisions. In form, the document was a letter 
signed by the plaintiff and addressed to the defendants, Messrs. 
Hoare, Marr, & Co., their names appearing only at the com- 
mencement. But the whole of the letter, except the plaintiff’s 
signature, was written by an agent acting on their be and 
the insertion of their names might be regarded, therefore, as an 
authentication by him of the contents of the document. The 
court held, accordingly, that it constituted a binding agreement, 
but the case shews how far the construction of the Statute of 
Frauds has wandered from anything that can be regarded as a 
signature in the ordinary acceptation of the term. 





THE SPECIAL JURISDICTION which courts of equity are enabled 
to exercise in respect of land situated abroad is well established, 
and in Mercantile Investment, &c., Co. v. River Plate Trust, &c., Co. 
(reported elsewhere), where an oem was made for the 
appointment of a receiver, Nortn, J., although refusing to make 
tho appointment, took occasion to affirm the general principle. 
“Courts of equity in England,” said Lord Sztnorneg, C., in Ewing 
v. Orr Ewing (32 W. R. 573, 9 App. Cas. 34), “ are, and always 
have been, courts of conscience, operating in personam and not 
in rem; and in the exercise of this personal: jurisdiction they 
have always been accustomed to compel the performance of con- 
tracts and trusts as to subjects which were not either locally or 
ratione domicilit within their jurisdiction. They have done so as 
to land in Scotland, in Ireland, in the colonies, and in foreign 
countries.” With regard to mortgages the jurisdiction has been 
frequently exercised. In Zoller v. Carteret (2 Vern. 494) a fore- 
closure action was allowed to be brought on a mortgage of the 
Island of Sark, a plea to the jurisdiction being overruled on the 
ground stated above that equity acts in personam, and so in Paget 
v. Ede (L. R. 18 Eq. 118) a foreclosure decree was made in 
_— of an estate in the Island of Nevis in the West Indies, 
such a decree being a decree in personam, and depriving the 
mortgagor of his personal right to redeem. And it is well 
settled that a receiver may be appointed (Seton, p. 450). 
In general, indeed, the English court will take notice of 
the law of the country in which the land is situated, but in 
Lord Cranstoun v. Johnston (3 Ves. 170) the defendant was not 
allowed to avail himself of such law for the — of doing a 
gross injustice. There, being a creditor of the plaintiff, he had 

urchased an estate in the West Indies under an execution 
evied by himself at a very inadequate — Admitting that 
this was permissible according to the local law, the English 
court nevertheless decided that he could only hold the estate as 
security for his debt, and upon ager of this, with interest, 
he was directed to reconvey. In the present case a similar 
principle seems to have been applicable, as the mortgage in 
question—a debenture-holders’ security—seems to have been 
invalid, according to the law of the foreign country, for want of 
registration. Apparently, however, Norrn, J., regarded this as 
no impediment to the appointment of a receiver, had such a 
course been practicable, and, failing this, he threatened the 
defendants with personal liability in case they persisted in deny- 
ing the rights of the debenture-holders, and misapplied funds to 
which the latter were entitled. 








The rights of a coroner over the depositions taken by him at his inquests 
has, says the Zimes, been raised with reference to the depositions taken by 
Dr. Churton in the course of an inquest held at Birkenhead on the body 
of a man named Ambrose, employed at Messrs. Lairds’ shipyard. A 
Liverpool solicitor, writing to the Home Secretary on behalf of the widow 
and children of the deceased, complained that he had been refused a copy 
of the depositions. The Home Secretary asked the coroner for his obser- 
vations on the matter, and Dr. Churton replied that it had been his prac- 
tice for many years never to supply copies of his depositions, except in 
cases where a prisoner had been committed for trial, as he held a very 
among opinion that proceedings in a coroner’s court ought not to be used 
to enforce civil remedies. 








SECURITIES HELD BY A SURETY AND THE RULE 
IN EX PARTE WARING. 


Amone commercial transactions few are more common than the 
contract of guarantee involving the consideration of the relation 
between principal and surety, and although, perhaps, it is not 
so common for a person who becomes to insist upon 
having security from the principal debtor, it is somewhat sur- 
prising that those text-books which especially treat of this 
subject have not more fully discussed the question of securities 
held by a surety. 

The recent case of Re Walker, Sheffield Banking Co. v. Clayton 
(40 W. R. 327) involved a question of this kind. The testator, 
WALKER, whose estate was ‘tae administered in the Chancery 
Division, and was apparently insolvent, had teed to the 
Sheffield Banking Co. the current account of the firm of Srencer 
& Co., and at his death held a security which had been deposited 
with him by the wife of Arruvur Spencer, a member of the 
indebted firm. The firm of Srencer & Co. became bankrupt, 
and the bank claimed to have this security applied in reduction 
of their debt in preference to the other creditors of the testator. 
Sriruine, J., decided that their claim was unfounded. 

The case appears to have been mainly ed upon the broad 
question whether a creditor is entitled to the benefit of securi- 
ties deposited with the surety by the principal debtor by way 
of indemnity against loss. The point that the security was 
es reported) deposited by the wife of one of the principal 

ebtors, and presumably out of her separate property, and not 
by the principal debtors themselves, does not seem to have been 
raised, and, for the purpose of the decision, was, perhaps, un- 
important ; for it would follow, 4 fortiori, that if the creditor was 
not entitled to the benefit of a security deposited by the 
principal debtor with the surety, he would certainly not be 
entitled to the benefit of a security deposited by someone else— 
a stranger. This fact was, however, it seems to us, of sufficient 
importance to deserve mention, for the actual decision upon the 
facts may only amount to this: that, where a surety holds a 
security by way of indemnity against the liability he may incur, 
which security has been deposited with him by a person not 
liable for the debt, the creditor is not entitled to any greater 
benefit from such security than the other creditors of the surety. 
We mention this as in the note of the case in the Weekly Notes 
(W. N., 1892, p. 5) this fact is omitted, and such omission might 
mislead. 

It seems clear, however, that the learned judge intended to 
establish the general proposition that a creditor is not entitled 
to the benefit of a security held by a surety, even if such 
security was deposited by the principal debtor, and it is this 
proposition which we propose to examine. 

e learned judge in his judgment has so exhaustively treated 
the existing law on the subject that we will only summarize the 
results in order to make the nature of his decision clear. Before 
doing so, it may be advisable to examine the real nature of the 
transaction whereby a principal debtor deposits security with his 
surety. The position, then, is this. The surety by his contract 
of guarantee renders himself secondarily liable to the creditor to 
pay the debt. If the surety is called upon to pay the whole or 
any part of such debt he has a right, express or implied, to call 
upon the principal debtor to compensate him for the loss, and it 
is to provide a fund for such compensation that the ren | is 
given. Ifthe principal debtor pays the debt, the surety suffers 
no loss, and is thereupon bound to return the security, but is 
entitled to retain it so long as any part of the debt remains 
unpaid. If the surety is compelled to pay the whole or some 

art of the debt, he is entitled to realize the security and repay 
imself so much as he has paid, returning the balance, if any, to 
the principal debtor. So long, therefore, as either party is 
solvent, it is clear that no question as to the creditor’s right to 
> security can _ ise. So fr, in — the seg do one between 

e principal and surety only. But su parties are 
tunolvent. Ptore is a real Yifficulty. Phe priscipal debtor 
cannot redeem the security, because he cannot pay the debt, and 
yet he, and through him his creditors, have a sufficient pre 
in the security to insist upon having such securit ied 
for the purpose for which it at given, that a say, in 
indemnifying the surety against any loss he may incur in respect 
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of the particular debt. On the other hand, the surety is, as we 
have said, entitled to retain the security until the debt is paid, 
and a question arises between the creditor in respect of this 
particular debt and the other creditors of the surety how the 
security is to be applied. If the security is realized, and the 

roceeds applied towards paying the particular debt, it will be 
found that the creditor, although his proof is proportionately 
reduced, gains an advantage over the other creditors—an 
advantage for which he never bargained (see Royal Bank of 
Scotland vy. Commercial Bank of Scotland, 1882, 7 App. Cas. 366). 
The creditor would, in fact, be placed in the same position as if 
the principal debtor had given him, instead of the surety, the 
security. For these reasons, and upon the general principle 
that a third person cannot claim the benefit of a contract between 
two others, it would seem to be a sound proposition, as the 
iearned judge has held, that the creditor is not entitled, to the 
exclusion of other creditors, to the benefit of a security held by 
the surety. 

Against this view there appeared to be some distinct authority. 
Thus in the year 1692, in 1 Eq. Cas. Abr. 93, under the heading, 
“Concerning Co-obligors and Sureties,” the following case was 
reported :— : 

‘5. A bond-creditor shall in tkis court have the benefit of all counter- 
bonds or collateral security given by the principal to the surety; asif A. 
owes B. money, and he and C. are bound for it, aud A. gives C. a mort- 
gage or bond to indemnify him, B. shall have the benefit of it to recover 
his debt: Mich. 1692 ; Manre and Harrison.” 

On having the record of this case examined, Srrrtine, J., 
found that the facts of the case did not support this proposition, 
and considered, therefore, that the case was not a binding 
authority. In Wright v. Morley (1805, 11 Ves. 12) Sir Wizu1aM 
Grant treated such a rule of law (as reported in Maure v. 
Harrison) as existing—that is to say, that the creditor was en- 
titled to the benefit of all the securities the principal debtor has 
given to the surety. These two cases were cited as existing law 
in Pitman on Sureties (1840, p. 89) and in Burge on Suretyship 
(1849, p. 324), and see De Colyar on Guarantees (1885, p. 275). 
On the other hand, Lord Expon, in Er parte Waring (1815, 19 

Tes. 345), doubted the existence of the rule, and, while not 
actually overruling it, held that it was inapplicable to that case. | 

This brings us to the consideration of the case of Er parte 
Waring, from the decision of which has sprung a rule, which 
appears to us to be a startling exception to the proposition 
established by Srretrxe, J., in the recent case under discussion. 
In Er parte Waring, it may be remembered, Bracken & Co., 
manufacturers, drew bills upon Brickwoon & Co., their bankers, 
depositing with them security to cover the liability which the 
latter incurred by accepting them for their accommodation. 
Both firms becoming bankrupt, the bill-holders claimed to have 
this security applied in reduction of their debt, and their claim 
was allowed. Lord Expon distinctly based his decision, not 
upon the principle supposed to have been established by Maure 
v. Harrison, but upon the ground that this was the fairest way 
of adjusting the rights of the parties, and his decision, as a 
decision upon the particular facts of the case, has been approved 
by the House of Lords in Royal Bank of Scotland v. Com- | 
mercial Bank of Scotland (ubi supra). Unfortunately the case | 
gave rise to a good deal of misunderstanding and consequent 
litigation, and resulted in the establishment of a rule of law 
which is still existing, and has been stated by Mr. A. C. Eppts 
in his treatise on the subject in a form which received judicial 
sanction in the case of Lr parte Dever, Re Suse (No, 2) (1885, 14 
Q. B. D. 611), and is as follows :— 

“* Where, as between the drawer and the acceptor of a bill of exchange, 
a security has, by virtue of a contract between them, been specifically 
appropriated to meet that bill at maturity, and has been lodged for that 

urpose by the drawer with the acceptor, then, if both drawer and acceptor 
vome insolvent, and their estates are brought under a forced administra- 
tion, the bill-holder, though neither party nor privy to the contract, is 
entitled to have the specificall y-appropriated security applied in or towards 
payment of the bill. 
inst this rule we will contrast what we suppose to be the 
proposition established by Stiniixe, J., in the recent case under 
discussion. This seems tv be as follows :— 

Where, as between the principal debtor and the surety, a 
security has been deposited by the principal debtor with the 
surety by way of indemnity against his liability in respect of the 








particular debt, then, if both principal debtot and surety become 
insolvent, the creditor is not entitled to have the security applied 
in or towards payment of the particular debt. 

A comparison of these two propositions will shew that, if the 
relation of principal and surety exists between the drawer and 
acceptor, the rule in Ex parte Waring is the exact converse of 
the principle recently established. Whether and when the 
relation of principal and surety does or does not exist between 
the drawer and acceptor of a bill of exchange must depend 
partly upon general principles and partly upon the circumstances 
under which the bill was given. It was argued in Er parte 
Waring that such a relation did exist between Bracken & Co. 
and Brickwoop & Co., and there seem to us to be strong reasons: 
for that contention ; but Lord Expon appears to have thought: 
otherwise. It is clear that such a relation may, under certain 
circumstances, exist between other parties to a bill—as, for 
example, between the acceptor and indorsee (see Duncan, Fox, &° 
Co. v. North and South Wales Bank, 1880, 6 App. Cas. 1). How- 
ever this may be, the rule in Lr parte Waring has been shewn 
to rest upon an unsatisfactory footing, to be based upon no 
principle of law or equity, and to be defensible only on the 
ground of convenience (see Royal Bank of Scotland v. Commercial 
Bank of Scotland, ubi supra). 

It is important, however, to observe that this rule, right or 
wrong, is still existing law, aud will undoubtedly be applied to 
all cases which fall within it, but it is equally important to note 
that now no attempt is likely to be made to extend its applica- 
tion beyond the limits within which it has been brought. We 
may, therefore, welcome the decision of Srrruine, J., as estab- 
lishing a sound general proposition of law against which the 
rule in Ex parte Waring will, we think, be found, as time goes 
on, to stand out more and more in striking contrast—a contrast 
which may perhaps eventually induce the Legislature to con- 
sider the advisability of removing it from our commercial law. 
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NEW ORDERS, &c. 
LAND REGISTRY.—MIDDLESEX DEEDS RULES. 
REGULATION. 


The following instruction shall be substituted for the Note to Form 
1 of the Land Registry (Middlesex Deeds) Rules, 1892 (Memorial 
ot a Deed), relating to description of land in indorsed, annexed, and 
supplemental deeds and recitals :— 

Where the description of land in an indorsed or annexed deed is: 
made by reference to that contained in the prior deed or (in any case) 
to a recital, the description contained in such prior deed or recital 
shall also be set out in the memorial. 

Except that in the case of an indorsed or annexed deed, where a 
memorial of the prior deed has been registered, a reference to the 
year-book and number of its registration shall be sufticient, without 
setting out the full description contained in such deed. 

(Signed) Rovert HAuverr Ho xz, Registrar. 
19th April. ° 


A Japanese journal, quoted by the Times, describing the manner in 
which witnesses are sworn and evidence taken in native courts of justice, 
says that with the Japanese anything to which a man affixes his seal is 
considered more sacred than what he may say. Hence, each witness is 
required to make a declaration to the effect that with a mind free from 
bias in favour of or against either of the litigating parties, and with per- 
fect fairness, he will give evidence, and, after this has been read out by 
the recorder of the court and handed to the witness in the form of a 
document, the latter is expected to uflix his seal to it. ‘The same plan is 
adopted with the statement of facts which, in the course of the examina- 


| tion he undergoes, a witness makes in court. 
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CASES OF LAST SITTINGS, 


Court of Appeal. 


PALMER +. CALEDONIAN RAILWAY CO.—No. 1, 11th April. 


Practice — Writ — Service — Scotcn Rartway ComMPany ~Ssrviczk AT 
PriciraL Orrick 1x Encitanp—Companres Ciauses Act, 1845 (8 & 9 
Vicr. c. 16), s. 135—8 & 9 Vicr. c. cixm., ss. 1, 2 
Appeal from the Queen’s Bench Division refusing to set aside the writ of 

summons and the service thereof. The writ was indorsed with a claim for 

damages for false imprisonment and assault, for breach of contract to carry 
the plaintiff, and for money had and received. It ap that the 
plaintiff took a return ticket from Carlisle to Glasgow by the defendants’ 
railway, and he alleged that upon the return journey at Locherbie station 
in Scotland a ticket collector took his ticket, then another ticket collector 
at the same station subsequently asked him for his ticket, that he was 
thereupon detained until he paid the fare over again, and that he had to 
travel to Carlisle by a later train. The writ was served upon the district 
traffic superintendent of the defendants’ railway at Carlisle. The 
defendant company were incorporated by 8 & 9 Vict. c. clxii., for the 
purpose of making a railway from Carlisle to Edinburgh and Glasgow, 
only six miles of the line being in England. The station at Carlisle was 
owned jointly by the London and North-Western Railway Co. and the 
defendant company. The district traffic superintendent at Carlisle had the 
management of the traffic there, but neither the directors nor the share- 
holders met at Carlisle, nor was any of the general business of the company 
transacted there. Section 1 of 8 & 9 Vict. c. clxii. incorporated the Com- 
panies Clauses, Lands Clauses, and Railway Clauses (Scotch) Acts, 1845 ; 
and section 2 incorporated the corresponding English Acts, ‘‘ so far as may 
be necessary for carrying into effect the object and purposes of this Act in 
relation to such portion of the said railway and works’’ as was situate in 

England. The Divisional Court (Cave and Collins, JJ.) held, upon the 

authority of Wilson v. Caledonian Railway Co. (5 Ex. 822), that the writ was 

properly issued and served under section 135 of the Companies Clauses 

Act, 1845: 40 W. R. 365. 

Tue Court (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Fry and Lorss, L.JJ.) reversed this 
decision. 

Lord Esurr, M.R., said that the defendant company was one company 
with one governing body in Glasgow. It was therefore a Scotch corpora- 
tion, and not a corporation partly Scotch and partly English. Part of the 
line was in England, and therefore section 2 of the special Act incorporated 
to a limited extent the English public Acts. as it ‘‘necessary for 
carrying into effect the object and p ses of the Act’’ that section 135 
of the Companies Clauses Act, 1845, should be incorporated? Certainly 
not, because section 137 of the Companies Clauses (Scotland) Act, 1845, 
which was in similar terms, was incorporated. Applying, then, section 137 
of the latter Act, the question was whether Carlisle was ‘‘one of the 
principal offices’’ of the company within the meaning of the Scotch Act. 
‘* Principal office’? was the place where the business of the company was 
controlled and managed. That was done at Glasgow, there being no 
independent control and management at Carlisle. The writ and service 
must therefore be set aside. 

Fry, L.J., concurred. It was said that the defendants were a company 
gd Scotch and partly English, regulated partly by Scotch and partly 

y English Acts; and that when in the English Act the werds ‘ princi 

office ’’ occurred, they must mean the principal office in England, namely, 

Carlisle, and that, therefore, service might be effected at Carlisle. The 

special Act, by incorporating the Scotch public Acts without limitation, 

prima facie treated the defendants as a Scotch corporation. The English 
ge Acts were incorporated for a limited purpose. It did not seem to 

im to be ‘‘necessary’’ that an action of contract or tort should be 

commenced by serving the writ at an English office. There was no reason 

why for this purpose the defendants should not be treated as a Scotch 
corporation. Section 135 of the Companies Clauses Act, 1845, therefore 
was not incorporated. Nor independently of that Act was there any 
power of serving the writ at Carlisle. Ord. 9, r. 8, only applied ‘‘ in the 
absence of any statutory provision regulating service of process.’’ That 
must mean some statutory provision of the Imperial Parliament. Here the 

Companies Clauses (Scotland) Act, 1845, s. 137, contained a statutory 

provision as to service. 

Lorgs, L.J., concurred. The defendants were only one corporation, a 
Scotch corporation, and the ‘‘principal office’? was at Glasgow. 
“Principal office’? meant the place where the general superintendence and 
management of the business of the company were carried on: Garton v. 
Great Western Railway Co. (6 W. R. 677, E. B. & E. 837). 
section 135 of the Companies Clauses Act, 1845, was not incorporated in 
the special Act. Section 137 of the Companies Clauses (Scotland) Act, 
1845, was incorporated, and under that section the “ principal office’? was 
at Glasgow. Nor did ord. 9, r. 8, apply, as there was here a statutory 
provision as to service.—CovunseL, Willis, Q.C., Joseph Walton, and Synnott ; 
en Q.C., and #. Page. Souscrrons, Wood § Wootton; Currey § 

awkins. 

[Reported by W. F. Barry, Barrister-at-Law.) 


BAGGE ». WHITEHEAD—No. 1, 12th April. 
Suerrrr—Exrcutron—Wroneortt Acr or Bartre—Laianturry or Suerirr 
to Penauty—Suerirrs Act, 1887 (50 & 51 Vier. c. 55), s. 29, sun- 
SECTION 2. 
Appeal from the judgment of Wills, J., at the trial of the action with- 
outa jury. A writ of execution was issued against the plaintiff upon a 





In his opinion |: 


judgment, and the bailiff who seized the plaintiff's goods did not 


from the seizure the plaintiff’s bedding, wearing > &c., to the value 
of £5, as required by 8 & 9 Vict. c. 127, s.8. The plaintiff sued the defendant, 
the sheriff, to recover a penalty of £200 and for the wrongful act of 
his bailiff. By section 29, sub-section 2, of the Sheriffs Act, 1887, “if 
any person being either a sheriff, under-sheriff, bailiff, or officer of a sheriff 
- . ~ does any of the following things, thatistosay . . . (d)is 
guilty of any offence against or breach of the provisions of this Act, or of 
any een te Oe ee ee ee his office . . . 
he shall, without prejudice to any other punishment under the provisions 
of this Act, but subject as hereinafter mentioned, be liable (i.) to be 
punished by the court as hereinafter mentioned ; and (ii.) to forfeit £200, 
and to pay all damages suffered by any person aggrieved.” Wills, J., 
held that the sheriff was not liable to the penalty for the wrongful act of 
his bailiff, but awarded the plaintiff £5 . The plaintiff a) ed. 

Tue Covrt (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Fry Lorsgs, L.JJ.), having taken 
time to consider, dismissed the appeal. 

Lord Esner, M.R., said that the question raised by the appeal was 
whether the sheriff was liable to a penalty of £200 by reason of his bailiff 
not having excepted from the seizure bedding and a apparel to the 
value of £5. There was no doubt that the sheriff was liable in an action 
for damages for the acts of his bailiff, and in this case the learned judge 
awarded the plaintiff £5 damages. Was he liable to the penalty under 
section 29, sub-section 2, of the Sheriffs Act, 1887? That question was 
really determined by the decision of this court on the 8th inst. in Lee v. 
Dangar, Grant, §& Co., though in the present case the question was directly 
raised. In Lee v. Dangar, Grant, § Co. the court said that each of the 
persons named in section 29—sheriff, under-sheriff, bailiff, or officer of a 
sheriff—was answerable for his own act alone, so as to become liable to 
the penalty, and not for the acts of the others. The defendant, therefore, 
was not liable to a penalty. 

Fry, L.J., concurred. 

Lorgs, L.J., concurred. He could only repeat what he had said in Lee 
v. Dangar, Grant, § Co., that section 29 of the Sheriffs Act, 1887, dealt 
with acts done criminaliter and not civiliter, leaving the remedy against the 
sheriff civiliter as before the Act. It followed that this action for a penalty 
against the sheriff could not, under the circumstances of this case, be 
maintained.—CounseL, Ambrose, Q.C., and Cavanagh; Cock, Q.C., and 
Rose-Innes. Soxscrrors, 8. B. Somerville ; Burchells. 

Reported by W. F. Barry, Barrister-at-Law.! 


‘‘THE WILHELM TELL’’—No. 1, 12th April. 
ADMIRALTY—PracticE—Costs—Feres or Trintry Masters—Conso.ipaTep 
AcTIon. 


Five different salvage actions having been commenced against the owners 
of The Withelm Tell, an order was made, upon the oie of the 
defendants, consolidating them and giving the conduct of the consolidated 
action to one of the plaintiffs, with leave to the other plaintiffs to appear 
by one counsel each and to call evidence and cross-examine witnesses. 
The action lasted four days, and £7,550 was awarded among the various 
plaintiffs. Upon the taxation of costs the registrar allowed the Trinity 
Masters two guineas a day each for each of the five actions, making in all 
eighty guineas. The President refused to interfere with the registrar’s 
decision. The defendants appealed, upon the ground that the registrar 
had acted upon a wrong principle in allowing a fee for each action, instead 
of one fee for the consolidated action. It was stated that the usual fee 
for each Trinity Master was two guineas per day for each action. 

Tue Court (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Fry and Lorgs, L.JJ.) dismissed the 
appeal. They said that there was no fixed scale of fees in the Admiralty 
Court for the Trinity Masters. The Trinity Masters would be paid what 
was usual and reasonable, and when the registrar settled the amount, an 
appeal lay to the judge, who would say whether he agreed with the regis- 
trar. Here the judge did what, acco’ to their information, had often 
been done, namely, where the different salvors were of such importance 
that each was allowed to appear by counsel and call evidence and cross- 
examine, the judge in his discretion allowed a fee to the Trinity Masters 
in each case. That was a matter purely of discretion, and this court 
could not interfere. Perhaps in another case the judge might refuse to 
allow so high a fee.—CounsgL, Barnes, Q.C., and Butler Aspinall. Sourct- 
tors, Roweliffes, Rawle, § Co., for Hill, Dickinson, § Co., Liverpool. 

Reported by W. F. Barry, Barrister-at-Law.’ 


EVANS v. EVANS—No. 2, 11th April. 
Degp—Construction—Rv Le IN SHBLLEY’s CasB—RvLgE in Ancugr’s Cass— 

“To A. rox Live . AND To THE USE OF sUcH Pgrson ok Pexsons As 

At A.’s DECBASE SHALL BE HIS Her ox Herms anv or THE Herms anp 

AssIGNs or sucH Parson on Prrsons.”’ 

This was an appeal from a decision of Kekewich, J. The question was 
one that involved a discussion of the application of the rule in Shelley's 
case. By a deed of conveyance, dated in 1854, certain land was conveyed 
to such uses as John Evans, Thomas Evans, and Owen Evans should 
jointly appoint, and, subject thereto, in thirds, the limitations of one 
third part (the limitations of the other two third parts being similar) 
being as follows :—To such uses in favour of John Evans and Thomas Evans, 
or either of them, as Owen Evans should by deed appoint; and, sub- 
ject thereto, to the use of Owen Evans for life without impeachment of 
waste, with remainder to the use of John Evans and Thomas as 
tenants in common for their joint lives without impeachment of waste, with 
remainder to the use of the survivor of John Evans and Thomas Evans for 
life without impeachment of waste, with remainder to such uses as Owen 








Evans should by will appoint, with an ultimate limitation “‘to the use of 
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such person or persons as, at the decease of the said Owen Evans, shall be 
his heir or heirs-at-law and of the heirs and assigns of such person or 
persons.’ The question was whether, by force of the ultimate limi- 
tation, Owen Evans took an estate in fee, or whether he took merely an 
estate for life, with remainder to his heir as purchaser as persona designata. 
Kekewich, J., held that the rule in Shelley's case was applicable, and that 
Owen Evans took the fee. The defendant appealed. 
Tue Court (Linpiey, Bowen, and Kay, L.JJ.) allowed the appeal. 
Lunoiey, L.J., in a written judgment, said the quesiion raised by the 
appeal was whether Owen Evans took an estate in fee or for life only in 
certain property settled by a deed of 1854. The question might be put in 
various ways—e.g., did the rule in Shelley's case apply to that deed ? or did 
the modification of that rule, known as the rule in Archer’s case (1 Co. 67), 
apply to it ? or did the person or persons who were to take on Owen Evans’ 
death take by descent, or by purchase? or did they take as his heirs, or as 
persone designate who were to form a new stock from which the succession 
was in future to be traced’ Before referring to the rule in Shelley's case or 
Archer's case, or to any rule of law, the first thing was to ascertain the 
meaning of the words used. What, then, was the meaning of the words 
“such person or persons as at the decease of Owen Evans shall be his heir 
or heirs-at-law ’’ To an ordinary layman those words would mean neither 
more nor less than his heir or heirs at his decease. The words certainly 
did not mean the heir or heirs of anyone else. Buta lawyer could not 
help seeing that that circumlocution was had recourse to in order to avoid 
the effect of employing the use of the simpler and more technical words 
** heir or heirs.” The object of using the expression in the deed was to a 
lawyer unmistakable, and was to designate persons who were not to take 
by succession from Owen Evans, but who were to take by purchase—i.e., 
who were to be a new stirps or starting point from whom the succession 
was to be traced. That was made still plainer, plain to demonstration, by 
the words, ‘‘ the heirs or assigns of such person or persons,’’ which fol- 
lowed. To a lawyer, then, the expression in the deed was not equivalent 
to “‘ the heirs or assigns of Owen Evans,’’ but was intended to have, and 
had, a different meaning. It was to be observed that, the limitation being 
in a deed executed in 1854, if the words ‘‘ heirs and assigns’’ had not been 
added, the person or persons who would have taken the property would 
have taken as purchasers for life only. That was decided in Chambers v. 
Taylor (2 My. & Cr. 376), and that decision went far to shew that the 
expression ‘‘ person or persons’? was not equivalent to “heir or 
heirs,’’ and was not used to denote a class of persons who could be cor- 
rectly described as his heirs generally. A man could not have more 
than one heir at his decease, for, although several females might be co- 
parceners, yet they were, in point of law, only one heir. The expression 
in the deed would have been correct if it had run thus: ‘* To the use of 
such person or persons as, at the decease of the said Owen Evans, shall be 
his heir-at-law, and of the heirs or assigns of such person or persons.” 
Had that more accurate form been used—i.c., had the word “ heir’’ been 
used in the singular, it would clearly have been covered by Archer's case, 
and not by Shelley's case. The conclusion was, then, his lordship thought, 
irresistible that the property in question was not intended to be, and was 
not, limited to Owen Evans for life, with an ultimate remainder to his 
heirs in the sense of all his heirs, and to them only. But that was essen- 
tial for the application of the rule in Shelley’s case. The power of appoint- 
ment given to Owen Evans did not exclude the application of the rule in 
Shelley’s case (see, inter alia, Richardson v. Harrison, 16 Q. B. D. 85). The 
expression ‘‘such heir as should be living at the death” occurred in 
Richards v. Lady Bergavenny (2 Vern. 324), and “‘ heir for ever”? in Fuller v. 
Chamier (14 W. R. 913, L. R. 2 Eq. 682), which was the case of a will. 
The words “‘ heir or heirs, and the heirs of such heir or heirs’’ occurred in 
Boney v. Taylor (2 Ro. Ab. 253, pl. 3), but the other words were very 
different, and the difference was very material. The expression “‘ heirs of 
the body and assigns as tenants in common” occurred in Mills v. Seward 
(1 J. & H. 733; sub nomine Mills v. Howard, 9 W. R. Ch. Dig. 102). In all 
of those cases the rule in Shelicy’s case was held to apply, and they came 
very near the present case. On the other hand, there were cases, also very 
like them, and like the present case, where the rule in Shelley's case had 
been held not to apply; but in all of those the limitation was to ‘ heir”’ 
in the singular, and the present case was not quite covered by any other 
decision which his lordship had been able to discover, with the assistance 
of counsel on both sides. In Archer's case the limitation was to the “ next 
heir male and the heirs male of his body.” In Greares ¥. Simpson (12 
W. R. 773) real and personal property were given in trust for A. for life, 
and after his death in trust for his “‘ heir or heiress, his or her heirs and 
assigns for ever."" Similar observations applied to Willis v. Hiscor (4 My. 
& Cr. 197) and to Chamberlayne v. Chamberlayne (4 W. R. 393). Those 
came as near the present case as any in the other class. Nothing, however, 
was gained by comparing case with case, except for the purpose of ascer- 
taining the principles which ought to be applied to any particular case. 
The rule in Shelley's case was a rule of law applicable to deeds or wills, and 
his lordship took the rule to be that, if in any instrument the word 
“heir,’’ or the word “ heirs,’’ or the two words combined were used in 
the sense of all the heirs of a person who, under the same instrument, 
took a life estate in real property and no other heirs, the property 
given to the heir or heirs of the first taker was in point of law given to 
him although it was in terms given to him fer life only. In such a case 
the rule required the heir or heirs to take by descent from him, and not by 
purchase, as they might if the property had been limited to them by name 
or otherwise than simply as his heir or heirs. The rule in Shelley's case 
been to give effect to the general, ae distinguished from the par- 
, intention of settlors and testators (see per Lord Cairns in Bowen v. 
, 9 App. Cas., at p. 907), but the rule had the demerit of sacrificing 
every case an intention which was clear and unmistakable to an 
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to, than expressed by, the settlor or testator (see per Lord Bramwell, Jdid., 
at p. 921). But, unsatisfactory as the rule was if attempted to be de- 
fended on the ground that it gave effect to a settlor’s or testator’s inten- 
tions, it must not be forgotten that it produced a very beneficial practical 
effect by rendering property more marketable than it otherwise would be. 
The rule might be justified and approved on that ground, as was pointed 
out by Fry, L.J., in Re Parry and Daggs (34 W. R. 353, 31 Ch. D. 134). 
Had it not been for the good practical results of the rule, the courts would 
probably have struggled to escape from it rather than have consistently 
upheld it and applied it whenever it had been technically correct to do so. 
No one could study the mass of decisions on that subject without being 
struck with the extent to which the rule in Shelley’s case had been carried, 
and with the comparatively few cases to which the doctrine laid down in 
Archer's case had been held applicable. That was the more remarkable as 
the rule in Archer’s case gave effect to, whilst the rule in Shelley's case 
almost always defeated, the particular intentiop of the settlor or testator. 
However, his lordship had found no case in which the doctrine in Archer's 
case had been applied to a limitation to ‘‘ heirs” in the plural, but in the 
present case, although the expression ‘“‘heir or heirs”’ occurred, that ex- 
pression, in his opinion, was used in the sense of ‘‘heir”’ in the singular, 
as he had pointed out. The conclusion at which his lordship had arrived 
was in accordance with passages to be found in Mr. Butler’s note in Co. 
Litt. 377a, and in Mr. Fearne’s celebrated book on Contingent Remainders, 
pp. 188, 189, and in 1 Hayes’ Conveyancing, 543. It was quite clear that 
those great conveyancers (and also Mr. Hargrave, who was quoted by 
Butler) were of opinion that a limitation in the form adopted in the deed 
under consideration would suffice to give Owen Evans’ heir or heirs an 
estate in fee by purchase, and his lordship had no doubt the deed had been 
framed as it was on the faith of the correctness of their opinion. The 
appeal must, therefore, be allowed. : 

Bowen, L.J., said he was of the same opinion, and believed the con- 
clusion the court had arrived at was the one which would have the 
approval of the great conveyancers of the past. 

Kay, L.J., in a written judgment, said the rule in Shelley’s case, which 
was said to be much older than that case, was a rule of law, not a rule of 
construction. Whatever its origin, a study of the cases held to come 
within it justified the observation that there was no rule which had been 
adhered to more inflexibly. Certainly in the present day the courts 
would not be disposed to depart from the old cases in order to facilitate 
the tying up of land by what seemed a very useless form of contingent 
remainder. But the construction of the document must be independent 
of any rule. It was not illegal to limit a contingent remainder to take 
effect after any number of successive life estates to persons in being, nor 
to make the contmgency a contingency of the person to take—as, for 
instance, to A., B., and C. successively for life, and at the death of the 
survivor to the right heirs of D. No life estate being given to D., the 
limitation to his heirs must take effect as a contingent remainder, if at all. 
Numerous other instances might be given. When the gift was to the heir 
or heirs of anyone who took a life estate under the same instrument, the 
construction that by such words a person was designated who was to 
take by purchase was one against which the courts had very strongly 
leaned, though there were established exceptions. The rule in Shelley's 
case applied in terms when the word used was ‘‘heirs’’ in the plural. 
The addition of the ordinary words of inheritance ‘‘and their heirs’ 
made no difference, even though appended to the words “‘ heirs of the 
body.”” But if the word ‘‘ heir” in the singular were used in a devise, 
as to A. for life*with remuinder to his heir, the rule still applied (King v. 
Melling, 1 Vent. 215). However, where “heir”? in the singular was used, 
the case was more easily taken out of the rule. The addition of words 
of limitation as ‘‘ and the heir or heirs of the body of that heir’’ were 
held, then, to be sufficient to shew that the heir was persona designata 
(Archer's case, King v. Melling, Greaves v. Simpson). In the present case 
the limitation was by deed, not by will. It was in effect, subject 
to an overriding power of appointment, ‘‘to the use of Owen Evans 
and his assigns during his life without impeachment of waste.” 
That was one indication of the intention to give him a life estate 
only. No doubt it had been held that the permission to commit 
waste was not alone sufficient to exclude the application of the 
rule. Then followed other life estates, and after the death of 
the survivor a general power of appointment by will to Owen Evans, 
and, in default of such appointment, ‘‘to the use of such person or 
persons as, at the decease of the said Owen Evans, shall be his heir or 
heirs-at-law and of the heirs and assigns of such person or persons.” If 
it had not been for the use of the word ‘“‘ heirs,’’ the case would have been 
governed by the decision in Avcher’s case. But the singular word “ heir” 
was not alone used, but the words were ‘shall be his heir or heirs.’’ 


4 Summing up the several indications that those words pointed to a parti- 


cular person to be ascertained on the decease of Owen Evans, they were 
these :—(1) the relief from impeachment of waste which was usually at- 
tached to a life estate ; (2) the use of the words “‘ such’person or persons ”’ ; 
(3) the very significant expression ‘‘as at the decease of the said Owen 
tvans shall be his heir or heirs-at-law,’’ which certainly pointed to 
some individual or individuals to be then ascertained, and not to the 
whole line of heirs of Owen Evans in infinitum; and, adding to those 
indications (4) the last words ‘‘and of the heirs and assigns of such 
person or persons,” it seemed to his lordship that the intention of the 
deed to designate a particular person or persons, who were to be con- 
tingent till the death of Owen Evans, and who might then be an indi- 
vidual or co-parceners, was almost irresistible. It was quite true that 
each of those several indications standing alone had been considered insuffi- 
cient where the plural word “ heirs’’ was used—the authorities had been 
mentioned by Lindley, L.J., und his lordship need not refer to them 
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concurred, As matter of construction, his lordship arrived very confi- 
dently at the conclusion that the true construction of the deed was to 
make Owen Evans tenant for life only, with a contingent remainder in fee 
to the person or persons who might be his heir at his death. When the 
particular intention admitted of reasonable doubt it might be quite right 
to let the general intention prevail. That had been often illustrated, not 
only in cases within the rule, but in the very numerotts cases in which 
inartificial words in wills had been construed to create an estate tail. But 
when there was really no reasonable doubt as to the meaning of the words, 
such a mode of dealing with limitations seemed to his lordship inadmis- 
sible.—Counset, Renshaw, Q.C., and Lawrence H. Jenkins ; Warmington, 
Q.C., and H. M. Williams. Sourcrrors, Peacock § Goddard, for Jenkins § 
Evans, Cardigan ; Holt, Beever, § Co., for A. § I. Evans § Stephens, 
Cardigan. 

‘Reported by Arruur Lawrence, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re ANGLO-AUSTRIAN PRINTING AND PUBLISHING UNION (LIM.); 
Ex parte 8TR H. ISAACS, Ex parte KEGAN PAUL—No. 2, 11th April. 


Company — Winpinc vp —Contrirutory — Drrector’s QUALIFICATION— 
Acrinc as Drrectorn—Imprirep Contract witx CoMPANY TO TAKE 
QUALIFICATION SHARES. 


This was an appeal from the decision of Stirling, J. (reported 40 W. R. 
362). Two summonses were taken out in the winding up of the above- 
named company, asking that the names of Sir H. Isaacs and C. Kegan 
Paul might respectively be removed from the list of contributories of the 
company. ‘The company was incorporated in November, 1889, with a 
nominal capital of £500,000, divided into 25,000 preference and 25,000 
ordinary shares of £10 each, and with power to increase the capital and 
to borrow money on debentures. The object of the company was to 

urchase from one Horatio Bottomley thirteen businesses in Austria and 
Gangety, and to carry on in Austria and Hungary and elsewhere the 
business of paper makers, printers, booksellers, stationers, newspaper 
proprietors, dealers in printed publications, advertising agents, and other 
similar businesses. ‘The memorandum and articles of association were 
signed by Sir H. Isaacs, H. Bottomley, and five other gentlemen, in 
respect of one share each. Article 71 of the articles of association pro- 
vided that the qualification of a director should be the holding of shares 
in the company of the nominal amount of £1,000; that a first director 
might act before acquiring his qualification, but should in any case 
acquire the same within one month from his appointment, and unless he 
should do so should be deemed to have agreed to take the said shares from 
the company, and the same should be forthwith allotted to him accord- 
ingly. Article 72 provided that the first directors of the company should 
be Sir H. Isaacs and H. Bottomley, and such other five persons as should 
be appointed in writing under the hands of a majority of the subscribers 
of the memorandum of association, and that such first directors should 
hold office until the ordinary general meeting in the year 1892. Sir H. 
Isaacs accepted the office of director, acted as such, and was present at 
every meeting of the directors from the 24th of February, 1890, down to 
the 24th of March, 1891. He never applied to the company for any 
shares, nor did he ever receive notice of any allotment of shares to him; 
and his name was not entered on any register of the company. Kegan 
Paul did not sign the memorandum or articles of association, and was not 
named a director in the articles, but he was on the 21st of February, 
1890, appointed in writing by a majority of the subscribers of the 
memorandum of association under the power contained in article 72, and 
accepted office and acted as director from the 24th of February, 1890, to 
the 24th of March, 1891. The company was, upon a shareholder’s 
petition; ordered to be wound up in May, 1891, and the names of Sir H. 
Isaacs and Kegan Paul had been placed on the list of contributories in 
respect of 100 shares each. Stirling, J., decided that under the circum- 
stances an agreement was to be implied between Sir H. Isaacs and Kegan 
Paul respectively and the company that they would take from the com- 
pany, and that the company would allot to them, the necessary qualifica- 
tion shares, and that, therefore, Sir H. Isaacs and Kegan Paul were 
properly settled on the list of contributories in respect of such shares. 
Sir H. Isaacs and Kegan Paul appealed. It was contended on their 
behalf that the articles of association did not amount to an agreement 
between them and the company, and that as they had never been put 
upon the register of shareholders, and never had any shares allotted to 
them, they were not liable as contributories, and that the mere fact of 
their acting as directors did not make them so liable. 


Tux Courr (Linpiey, Bowen, and Kay, L.JJ.), without calling upon 
the counsel for the respondent, the official receiver, dismissed the appeal. 


Linpiey, L.J., in delivering judgment, said that he could not improve 
upon the judgment of Stirling, J. That judgment had placed the matter 
in its right light, and it seemed that at last the court had before it articles 
of association in a form sufficient to fix as contributories of the company 
directors who had acted without duly obtaining their qualification shares. 
The articles were uliarly worded, and he had 
before. His lords ip then read articles 71 and 72, and said that, treating 
them as an offer by th 
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articles in question went further than the articles in either of these cases, 
and amounted to a combination of them. The effect of signing the 
articles was this, that as soon as the signatory acted as a director, and 
was recognized by the company as a director, the articles shewed the 
terms implied in the contract between him and the company. Sir H, 
Isaacs had in effect said that if he did not take the qualification shares 
within a month he should be deemed to have become a member of the 
company in respect of those shares. 


Kay, L.J., concurred on the ground that Sir H. Isaacs, having the 
articles before him, had deliberately acted as director for more than a 
month, and even for more than a year, and that by the acceptance of the 
office of director his contract with the company was completed. 


Bowen, L.J., desired to add that he was satisfied that the decision of 
the court in this case was travelling on the same lines as the judgment of 
the court in the case of Re Wheal Buller Consols. 

Their lordships also dismissed the appeal of Kegan Paul, being of 
opinion that the same principles applied as in the case of Sir H. Isaacs.— 
Covunset, Buckley, Q.C., and E. 8. Ford; Hastings, Q.C., Muir Mackenzie, 
and Arnold White. Sousicrrors, D. P. Boote; Gush, Phillips, Walters, § 
Williams. 

Reported by W. A. G. Woops, Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re ORMEROD'S SETTLED ESTATES—North, J., 12th April. 


Serrtep Lanp Acts, 1882 anp 1890—IMprovemENTs PRIOR To AcT— 
ARRANGEMENT RETWEEN TENANTS FOR Lire FoR PAYMENT OUT OF 
INCOME. 


This was an application by a tenant for life in possession asking that the 
costs of improvements and of parliamentary opposition during the lifetime 
of the last tenant for life might be paid out of capital. The testator by 
whose will the settlement was created died in 1875. His widow died in 
July, 1890. On her death the applicant became tenant for life in posses- 
sion. ‘The parliamentary expenses had been incurred in opposing certain 
water Bills in the interests of the estate. The improvements executed 
were of the nature of those specified in the Settled Land Act; some were 
executed prior and others subsequent to the passing of the Settled Land 
Act. The money had been found by the widow upon the security of a 
bond by the present tenant for life to recoup her estate at her death. 
From this liability the present tenant for life now sought relief by asking 
the court to recoup the money out of the settled estate. No scheme of 
the improvements had been submitted before their execution to the 
trustees or the court, as required by the Settled Land Act, and the ques- 
tion was raised in argument whether section 15 of the Settled Land Act, 
1890, dispensing with such scheme, can be applied to the state of things 
before the Settled Land Act of 1882. 


Nortu, J., after stating the facts, said that as to the parliamentary 
expenditure it was obviously incurred by and forced on the tenant for life 
for the purpose of defending the estate. Independently of section 36 of 
the Settled Land Act, 1882, there was power for the court to refund 
expenses so incurred: Re Earl Delawarr’s Estates (29 W. R. 350, 16 Ch. D. 
587). Section 36, however, did give a power that did not exist before of 
mortgaging the estate for that purpose. As to the expenditure upon 
improvements, the learned judge did not ar to allow expenses 
incurred before the Settled Land Act, 1882. It was not necessary to 
decide whether he had power to allow them, having regard to section 15 of 
the Act of 1890. It might be that that section was confined to cases in 
which a scheme might have been submitted and was not. But he was 
willing to assume it went further back. But even if it did, the expendi. 
ture could not now be paid for out of capital. ‘The tenants for life having 
taken upon themselves to pay for these improvements out of their income, 
he saw no reason to relieve them because an Act had been passed since. 
As regards all that was done deliberately when there was no power to 
charge the estate, he saw no reason to grant relief. As to the improve- 
ments executed since the Act of 1882, they were all matters properly 
chargeable under that Act, had a scheme been submitted; there being 
evidence that it was proper expenditure on behalf of the estate, those 
expenses would be allowed.—Cowunse., Cozens-Haridy, Q.C., and Alfred 
Bailey ; Wace; Wright. Sortrcrrors, Baileys, Shaw, § Gillett; Roweliffes, 
Rawle, § Co., for Fullager § Hulton, Boston. 

‘Reported by G. B. M. Coorr, Barrister-at-Law.) 


THE MERCANTILE INVESTMENT, &c., CO. (LIM.) «. RIVER PLATE 
TRUST, &c., CO. (LIM.)—North, J., 12th April. 
Comrany—DsrenturRs—LANDs oT oF JURISDICTION. 
This was a motion in a debenture-holders’ action on the part of the 
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Ceurts. This, which it was necessary to do within a certain time, was 
never done, so that the right of the debenture-holders to enforce their 
security in rem in Mexico lapsed. In May, 1889, under a scheme of re- 
construction, the said lands were assigned by the International Co. to the 
Mexico Land and Colonization Co. (an English company), who perfected 
their title by registering in Mexico. The scheme provided that preference 
shares in the English company were to be substituted for the debentures of 
the International Co. A majority of the debenture-holders accepted the 
preference shares in exchange for their debentures, but the plaintiffs and 
others did not come in, and it has been decided in an action in the 
Queen’s Bench Division that they were not bound by the scheme. The 
International Co. did not appear on the motion. 


Nortn, J., said that the English company took very high ground indeed 
in answer to the plaintiffs’ motion. They said that they were under no 
obligation in this country whatever to the plaintiffs in respect of the land, 
and that such remedy as the plaintiffs had must be in Mexico against the 
land ; that though the plaintiffs were domiciled in England, they must go 
to Mexico to sue the owners of the land, who were also domiciled and 
resided in land; and further, it appeared if they were to sue, as 
suggested, in Mexico, they would be met with the fact that according to 
the law of Mexico they had no title to the land by reason of default in regis- 
tration, and so had no remedy. The case of the English company amounted 
to saying that they were entirely irresponsible in dealing with the proceeds 
of the land, although the land was charged in favour of the debenture- 
holders. The case of the English company was put so high that if it could be 
sustained it would justify them in saying a great deal more than they had 
said. But in his lordship’s opinion the plaintiffs were not necessarily so 
utterly without remedy against persons domiciled in this country as was 
alleged. His lordship then referred to Lord Cranstown v. Johnston (3 Ves. 
jun. 170), where a judgment creditor who had availed himself of the law 
of St. Christopher’s to obtain land in that island on sale under his own 
execution was only allowed to retain it as security for his debt and 
expenses, in which the Master of the Rolls said, ‘‘ It is said this court has 
no jurisdiction, because it isa proceeding in the West Indies. It has been 

ed very sensibly that it is strange for this court to say it is void by the 
laws of the island or for want of notice. I admit I am bound to say that 
according to those laws a creditor may do this. To that law he has had 
recourse and wishes to avail himself of it; the question is whether an 
English court will permit such a use to be made of the law of that island 
or any other country. It is sold, not to satisfy the debt, but in order to 
get the estate, which the law of that country never could intend, fora 
price much inadequate to the real value, and to pay himself more than the 
debt, for which the suit was commenced, and for which only the sale could 
be holden. It was not much litigated that the courts of equity here have an 
equal right to interfere with regard to judgments or mortgages upon the 
lands in a foreign country, as upon lands here. Bills are often filed upon 
mortgages in the West Indies. The only distinction is that this court 
cannot act upon the land directly, but acts upon the conscience of the 
person living here. . . . I will lay down the rule as broad as this, this 
court will not permit him to avail himself of the law of any other country 
to do what would be a gross injustice.’’ Applying the principles of this 
judgment, it would be unconscionable to allow the defendants here, who 
had regi their title in Mexico and obtained dominion over it with 
notice of the A cocomcod charge over the property, but whose title had not 
been, and could not now be, perfected by registration, to do what they liked 
with the proceeds of such property to the detriment of the debenture-holders. 
It was extremely important that the English company and its directors 
should know that they and their officers, if they obtained possession of 
the proceeds of the land, would be individually liable if they misappro- 
priated such proceeds without making due provision for the rights of the 
debenture-holders, and would be restrained from parting with such proceeds 
in their hands. His lordship, however, said that he would not appoint a 
receiver, for two reasons. In the first place, under the indenture of March 
10 the plaintiffs were not entitled to a receiver, for under its provisions 
the committee were, on default by the borrowing company, to take pos- 
session and realize either in the exercise of their own discretion or upon 
the request in writing of half the outstanding debenture-holders, and the 
committee had not exercised their discretion or been formally called upon 
to take possession, so that, even had their title been perfected by due 
registration, there would be no case for a receiver. And in the second 
place, his lordship was of opinion on the evidence that the appointment 
of a receiver would be of no effect.—Covunset, Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and 
Vernon Smith ; Sir Horace Davey, Q.C., and A. R. Kirby ; W. F. Hamilton. 
Souicrrors, Badham § Williams ; Norton, Rose, Norton, & Co. 


[Reported by C. F. Duncay, Barrister-at-Law. | 


ROSENTHAL v. REYNOLDS—North, J., 8th April. 
TrapE-MARK—LETTERS—DISCLAIMER. 


The plaintiff was a corset manufacturer. He had registered four trade- 
marks for corsets. Each of these trade-marks consisted of a label bearing 
the letters ‘‘ W. R.” in combination with a fancy name or in combination 
with a device. When registering the trade-marks he had on each occasion 
disclaimed the right to the exclusive use of the said letters. The present 
application was for an injunction to restrain the defendant’s firm from 
aie the letters ‘‘W. R.”’ on corsets manufactured by them, on the 
ground that the plaintiff had acquired for his corsets the name of ‘‘ W. R.”’ 
corsets, and that hence the use of those letters by the defendants was 
calculated to mislead the public. 

Nortn, J., said that the fact that the plaintiff had solemnly disclaimed 
the right to the exclusive use of the letters ‘‘W. R.,’’ was sufficient reason 
to prevent him granting the injunction asked for.—Covnset, Cozens-Hardy, 








Q.C., and Sebastian ; Moulton, Q.C., and Swinfen Eady. Sorrcrrors, Win, 
Morley ; Field, Roscoe, § Co., for Whetstone & Frost, Leicester. 
(Reported by G. B. M. Coons, Barrister-at-Law. } 


HOPE v. HOPE—Stirling, J., 12th April. 

Marnrrep Woman—Acgquisition or Reat Property—DEatH WITHOUT MAK- 
ING ANY Disposrrion—DEvoLuTION—TENANCY BY THE CuRTESY—MAanrriep 
Women’s Property Act, 1882 (45 & 46 Vict. c. 75), s. 1, suB-sEcTIon 
(1), aND s. 5. 

This was a friendly action brought by an infant against his father to 
determine whether the father was entitled to an estate by the curtesy in 
certain real estate which belonged to his wife, the mother of the infant. 
Mr. and Mrs. Hope were married before the Married Women’s Property 
Act, 1882, came into operation. After the commencement of the Act 
Mrs. Hope became entitled to the legal estate in an undivided share of 
certain real property and died without having disposed of the same. The 
question was, whether in consequence of the Act the property passed to 
her heir, to the exclusion of her husband’s title as tenant by the curtesy. 
Section 1, sub-section (1), of the Act provides that ‘‘ a married woman shall, 
in accordance with the provisions of this Act, be capable of acquiring, hold- 
ing, and disposing by will or otherwise of any real or personal property as her 
separate property in the same manner as if she were a feme sole without the 
intervention of any trustee.’’ Section 5 provides that ‘‘every woman 
married before the commencement of this Act shall be entitled to have 
and to hold, and to dispose of in manner aforesaid, as her separate pro- 
perty all real and personal property her title to which . . . shall 
accrue after the commencement of this Act. . . .’’ For the plaintiff 
it was contended that the property passed directly to the heir, for that the 
effect of the words ‘‘in the same manner as if she were a feme sole’’ was to 
destroy the right of the husband. On behalf of the defendant it was 
submitted that the object of the Act was to increase the power of disposi- 
tion of married women, and not to take away by implication rights which 
had for centuries vested in a husband in respect of his wife’s property, 
and that the effect of the Act should not be extended beyond such 
object. 

Seater, J., in giving judgment, said that the estate which had 
accrued to the wife was a legal estate, and apart from the Married Women’s 
Property Act, 1882, there would have been no question as to the husband’s 
right to tenancy by the curtesy. The question was, whether the words of 
the Act were sufficient to exclude the husband’s title as tenant by the 
curtesy? Section 1 provided that, in regard to the acquiring, holding, or 
disposition of any real or personal property, the rights of a married 
woman were to be the same as if she were a feme sole, and so far as any 
rights of her husband or any other person stood in the way of giving full 
effect to that provision they must of course be put aside. But the ques- 
tion here was not as to the acquiring, holding, or disposition of any pro- 
perty, but as to the devolution of the property on her death. It appeared 
to his lordship that he ought not to extend the Act beyond its express 
provisions. In other Acts where the Legislature had intended to inter- 
fere with the devolution of property, express provisions had been inserted 
to that effect ; for instance, in the Divorce Act, 1857, it was provided that 
in every case of a judicial separation the wife was to be considered as a 
JSeme sole in respect of the acquisition, devolution, and disposition of pro- 

srty by her, and that on her decease the same should, in case she died 
intestate, go as the same would have gone if her husband had been then 
dead. Here there was no such provision in the Act. Then if the analogy 
of courts of equity in dealing with separate estate was to be regarded, it 
appeared to his lordship that that analogy was opposed to the claim on 
the part of the infant. As regarded property settled simply to the separ- 
ate use of a married woman, that was dealt with by the late Master of the 

Rolls in the case of Cooper y. Macdonald (26 W. R. 377, 7 Ch. D. 288), who 

said at p. 296: ‘* The right to the separate use entitled the wife to dispose 

of it as much against the husband’s estate by the curtesy as against the 
son’s estate as heir. It enabled her to make a pure and clear disposition 
of it, and in that way it was wholly independent of the husband. But 

that is no reason for carrying it a step beyond. The separate use, if I 

may say so, is exhausted when the wife has died without making a dis- 

position. She enjoyed the income during her life, and she has not 
thought fit to exercise that which was an incident of her separate estate, 
the right of disposing of her property. Why should equity interfere 
further with the devolution of the estate?’’ Mutatis mutandis that applied 
to the Act of 1882, for the object of the Legislature was similar to that 
which courts of equity entertained, only the Legislature, having a power 
which the courts had not, carried it further by enacting that all the legal 
rights which an unmarried woman would have with reference to the 
matters in question should be conferred upon married women. The 

Legislature seemed by the use of the words feme sole to have intended that 

the separate use should be treated not merely as an equitable, but as a 

legal incident, to the estate of a married woman. Thag relieved his lord- 

ship from the necessity of considering the cases referred to in Roper on 

The Law of Husband and Wife, p. 24, in which it had been held that, 

where the language of a settlement went beyond a mere limitation to the 

separate use of a married woman, equity would give effect to that language. 

In one of the cases there cited the property was settled so as to exclude the 

husband altogether. His lordship could not find any indication that the 

Legislature intended to exclude the husband aoe: As regarded the 

acquiring, holding, and disposing of property belonging to a married 

woman, there was such an indication, and effect must be given to it; but 
as the devolution of such property there was no such indication, 
and the husband was entitled to his rights, including an estate during 
his life as tenant by the curtesy.—Counset, 7. L. Wilkinson ; Abraham. 
Souicrtors, Howard § Atherton ; Maynard § Son. 
[Reported by W. A. G. Woons, Barrister-at-Law. | 
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LAW SOCIETIES, 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


In pursuance of the resolution passed at the adjourned annual general 
meeting, held July 15, 1881, to the effect that meetings of the society 
should be held in January and April, a special general meeting of the 
members of the society will be held in the hall of the society on Friday, 
the 29th inst., at two o’clock precisely, to consider the subjects hereinafter 
mentioned, and of which notice has been duly given :— 

Mr. Charles Ford will ask : 

Lunacy PRocEDURE. 

1. ‘‘ To what cause the present serious delay in lunacy proceedings is 
due, and whether the council is prepared to make representations upon 
the subject to the proper authority with a view to securing some approach 
to a reasonable despatch of business in this department ?”’ 


Law Socrery Cuivs. 

2. ‘* Whether the council has it in contemplation to retake possession of 
the club premises in order to make this extensive part of the society’s 
buildings available for the general purposes of the society, and for use by 
all members of the society without any additional contribution to the 
funds of the society ?”’ 

Mortons tn CHANCERY. 

3. ‘* Whether in the interests of suitors there is any hope of effect 
being given to the resolutions of the society as regards motions in the 
Chancery Division being entered in a list and taken in their order in such 
list ?”’ 

Avprence or Soricrrors rv County Covrts. 

4. ‘* Whether the council is taking or intends to take any action to give 
effect to the almost unanimous opinion of the numerous provincial law 
societies, that section 72 of the County Courts Act ought to be repealed 
so that one solicitor may instruct another solicitor to appear as an advocate 
in a county court ?’’ 

Lee@at Epvcation. 

Mr. Charles Ford will call attention to the neglected state of legal 
education as regards articled clerks, and will move : 

‘* That in the opinion of this society the growing professional competi- 
tion between solicitors and barristers calls for a better system of legal 
education for all articled clerks.”’ 

Forcrep TRANSFERS oF Stock. 

Mr. F. K. Munton will move : 

‘* That with a view of securing to registered transferees of stocks and 
shares an undoubted title to their property, or its equivalent, this society 
recommends that the provisions of the Forged Transfers Act, 1891, should 
be adopted by all companies, corporations, and public bodies within the 
meaning of the Act.’’ 





LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


Mr. Georce Latuom Browne, barrister-at-law, died at his residence, No. 
16, Westbourne-park-villas, on the 12th inst. Mr. Browne was the third 
son of Mr. William Browne. He was born on the 5th of November, 1815. 
He was educated at St. John’s College, Oxford, and was second class in 
Classics and also in Mathematics. He was formerly a revising barrister. 
He was joint author of Reports of Trials for Murder by Poisoning and 
author of a work on the Parliamentary and Municipal Registration Act, 
1878. He was called to the bar at the Middle Temple in Trinity Term, 
1841. He married, on the 23rd of April, 1848, Maria Christian, second 
daughter of Captain John Forbes, R.N. 





APPOINTMENTS. 

Mr. Cuaries Freperick Atmonp, solicitor, of Brentford, has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Almond was admitted in 
November, 1883. 

Mr. Atrrep Briton, solicitor, of 85, Devonport-road, Uxbridge-road, 
wW., been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Bilton was 
admitted in Hilary, 1865. 

Mr, Wiiu1am La Coste Bownen (Griffiths & Bowden), solicitor, of 
Manchester, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Bowden 
was admitted in Sonate. 1885. 

Mr. Pumar Wiiu1am Pootz Brirron (Upton & Britton), solicitor, of 51, 
Lincoln’s-inn-fields, W.C., has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. 
Mr. Britton was admitted on the 2nd of March, 1886. 

Mr. Artruur Gravetzy Bariey, solicitor, of Rolls-chambers, 89, 
Chancery-lane, W.C., has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. 
Batley was admitted in April, 1881. 

Mr, Ricuanp Epwarp Cooxs (Cooke & Son), solicitor, of Luton, has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Cooke was admitted in 
December, 1885. 


Mr. Luruer Davis, solicitor, of Abergavenny, has been Mg a 
Commissioner foy Oaths. Mr, Davis yas admitted in February, 1886, ° 





Mr. Isaac Frypk, solicitor, of Sunderland, has been appoirited a Com- 
missioner for Oaths. Mr. Fryde was admitted in June, 1883. 


Mr. Cuartes Beckuam Geaxe, solicitor, of Wimbledon, has been ap- 

— a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Geake was admitted in December, 
878. 

Mr. Joun Witu1aw Bernarp Hesvor, solicitor, of Barnard Castle, has 
been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Heslop was admitted in 
August, 1885. 

Mr. Cuarves Cater Harprne, solicitor, of Bristol, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Harding was admitted in August, 1885. 


Mr. Grorce Cuartes Hucues (Hughes, Hooker, & Co.), solicitor, of 26, 
Budge-row, Cannon-street, E.C., has been appointed a Commissioner for 
Oaths. Mr. Hughes was admitted in June, 1883. 

Mr. Witrrm James Homewoop, solicitor, of 10, Old Jewry-chambers, 
E.C., has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Homewood was 
admitted in February, 1886. 

Mr. Cuanrtes Bensamtn Harris (Harris & Harris), solicitor, of Sitting- 
bourne, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Harris was 
admitted in October, 1887. 


Mr. Joun James Kine, solicitor, of Ipswick, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. King wan aleataned in August, 1877. 

Mr. Herzert Law, solicitor, of Waterfoot, near Manchester, has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Law was admitted in Decem- 
ber, 1887. 

Mr. Wiitoveury Aston Lirriepate (Littledale & Lefroy), solicitor, 7, 
King’s Bench-walk, Temple, E.C., has been appointed a Commissioner 
for Oaths. Mr. Littledale was admitted in April, 1883. 


Mr. Arruvr Tuompson Loncrotrrom (Longbottom & Sons), solicitor, of 
Halifax, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Longbottom 
was admitted in December, 1885. 

Mr. Henry Bernarp JosepH Parker (Parker, Garrett, & Parker), 
solicitor, of The Rectory House, St. Michael’s-alley, Cornhill. Mr. Parker 
was admitted in April, 1879. , 

Mr. Bensamin Greene Lake (Lake, Beaumont, & Lake), solicitor, of 10, 
New-square, Lincoln’s-inn, W.C., has been 2 a Commissioner for 
Oaths for the High Court at Madras. . Lake was admitted in 
Michaelmas, 1861, after passing the Final Examination with honours. 
He was elected a member of the Council of the Incerporated Law Soci 
in 1873, and filled the office of president in 1888-89. He is a commis- 
sioner for oaths for Fort William, Bengal, a commissioner for oaths, and 
a perpetual commissioner. 

Mr. Humpurey Wroer Ronerts (Chapman, Roberts, & Beck), solicitor, 
of Manchester, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Roberts 
was admitted in July, 1884. 

Mr. Henry ALrrep Tuomas, solicitor, of Llandovery, has been appointed 
a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Thomas was admitted in April, 1885. 

Mr. Geratp Kyrrrx Taytor (Lamb & Taylor), solicitor, of Liverpool, 
has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Taylor was admitted 
in December, 1884. 

Mr. James Bensamin Fieetwoop Wuirresrpe, solicitor, of Preston, has 
been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Whiteside was admitted 
on the 22nd of July, 1879. 

Mr. Kennetu Tuomas Mactvurk (Burland & Macturk), solicitor, of South 
Cave, Yorkshire, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. 
Macturk was admitted in December, 1885. He is clerk to the South Cave 
and Wallingfen Local Board, steward of the manors of Hook, South 
Newbald, and Taxfleet. 

Mr. Artuvur Frencx Mant, solicitor, of Storrington, Sussex, has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Mant was admitted in 
October, 1883. 

Mr. James ArnTuur Mantcoup (Beale & Co.), solicitor, of 28, Great George- 
street, Westminster, and Birmingham, has been appointed a Commissioner 
for Oaths. Mr. Marigold was admitted in July, 1885. 

Mr. Epwarp Grrson Nispet (Nisbet & Hinds), solicitor, of 95, Leaden- 
hall-street, E.C., has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. 
Nisbet was admitted m February, 1885. 

Mr. Roxnert Avevustvs Newi11, solicitor, of Wellington, Salop, has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Newill was itted in 
February, 1886. He is clerk to the magistrates of Wellington. 

Mr. Artuur Epear Ramspats, solicitor, of Longton, Staffordshire, has 
been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Ramsdale was admitted 
in November, 1885. 

Mr. Joun Hontson Ricuarpson, solicitor, of Bradford, has been ap- 
inted a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Richardson was admitted in 
arch, 1878. 

Mr. Wriu1am Waturne Surrason (Smithson & Turner), solicitor, of 
Lendal, York, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. 
Smithson was admitted m March, 1881. 

Mr. Josuva Fsarnswg Srvciar (Fawcett, Sinclair, & Atkinson), solici- 
tor, of Otley, Yorkshire, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. 


Mr. Sinclair was admitted in Easter, 1875. 
Mr. Artuur Watpre Tempers, solicitor, of Bridport, has been appointed 





a Commissioner for Oaths, Mr. Temple was admitted in November, 
1885. : 
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CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIP. 
Disso.vTions. 
* Watrer Wiiuiam Atpripcs and Wii11am Morais, solicitors (Aldridge, 


Thorn, & Morris), 31, Bedford-row, London. 


Avnert Besant and Atrrep WILLs, 
The said Alfred Wills retiring from the 


Union-street, Portsea. Feb. 6. 
said firm. 


April 11. 


solicitors (Besant & Wills), 12, 


Wiis Danret Henry Orne, Toomas Cuarces Summernays, and 
Wiiu1am Ernest Axnvis, solicitors (Oehme, Summerhays, & Co.), formerly 
at Gresham House, Old’ Broad-street, and afterwards at Eastcheap- -build- 


ings, Eastcheap, London. Sept. 


30, 1891. 


The said Thomas Charles 


Summerhays practises at Eastcheap- ‘buildings aforesaid, and the said 


William Ernest Aldis 


practises at 4, Queen-street- place, Queen-street, 


London, and at Geraldine-road, Wandsworth. 
James Tuomas Wricut and Artuvr Wricut, solicitors (Wright & 


Wright), 11, Queen Victoria-street, London. 


March 1 
[ Gazette, April 15. 


GENERAL. 
The courts of the registrars in bankruptcy reopened this week in the 


new — at the west end of C ‘arey-street. 
The connection between Portugal-street and insolvency, 
terminated, dates, says the St. 


ante, 
thus 


oh wg 


The building was described 


James’ s Gazette, from the 


earliest years of the century, and though the life of the old Portugal- 
street building bas extended over no more than eighty years, it has seen 
no fewer than sixteen Bankruptcy and Insolvency Acts, involving quite 


half a dozen entire changes in policy. 


It is intended to utilize the build- 


ings for the business of the lately-amalgamated Land Registry and 
Middlesex Registry of Deeds and the courts of the official referees. 


COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rota or Registrars tn ATTENDANCE ON 





AppraL Court 


Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 


Date. No. 2. Curry. Norra. 
Monday, April ............... 25 Mr. Jackson Mr. Lavie Mr. Rolt 
Tuesday ; Clowes Carrington Farmer 

Jackson Lavie Rolt 
Clowes Carrington Farmer 
Jackson Lavie lt 
Clowes Carrington Farmer 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
STiruina. Kexewicu. Romer. 
2 Mr. Ward Mr. Pugh Mr. Godfrey 
++26 Pemberton Beal Leach 
we ard Pugh Godfrey 
28 Pemberton Beal Leach 
29 Ward Pugh Godfrey 
30 Pemberton Beal Leach 








EASTER SITTINGS, 1892. 


COURT OF APPEAL. 
Apprat Covrrt, I. 


Final and interlocutory appeals from the 
Queen’s Bench Division, the Probate, 
Divoree, and Admiralty Division (Ad- 
miralty), and the Queen’s Bench Division 
Sitting in Bankruptcy. 


App motns ex pte—orgl 
pa — apps from ords 
' made on interlocutory mots 

and new trial paper 


Tues., April 26 


bse ‘jnn"Sot New trial paper 
ss ‘ Bley apps and new trial 
Friday ...... a a 
Saturday ...30...New trial paper 
App motns ex pte—orgl 
Mon., May 9 ) mots — apps from ords 
t. made on interlocutory mots 
eit and Q B final apps 
Biss 
Wed. ......... ‘| Q B final apps 
Thursday ... 
Friday ...... 6! — apps and Q B final 
Saturday ... 7.. ah final apps 
ahem motns = pte— orl 
mots — a ror ‘as 
Monday . "7 made on p~ ee 'y ante 
Tenste and new trial paper 
Bin-. 
— i nl | New trial paper 
Friday ...... 13 { Bkey apps and new trial 
Saturday ...14.. New trial paper 
ay 4 motns * pte— — 
Monda — apps from ords 
- hy 16 | made on interlocutory mots 
12) -and QB final apps 
ae 
Wed. ae si la B final apps 
Friday .......90) Bkey pps and Q B final 
Saturday ...21... final apps 





(App motns ex pte—orgl 
mots apps from ords 

} made on interlocutory mots 
\and new trial paper 


Monday ......23 / 


Tuesday......24 ) 
Wed. .........25 > New trial paper 
Thursda ay . 26) 
Siider.. a7 | Bkey apps and new trial 
. ‘ 
Saturday os ' Rew t trial paper 
(aap motns ex pte org 
_— mots — apps from ords 
Monday . af made on interlocutory mots 
a and Q B final apps 
uesday... 
Wed., ae t la B final apps 
Thursday a Bk iQgsB 1 
Friday _g! Bkey apps anc 2 fina 
a ‘ apps 


N.B.—Admiralty Appeals (with Assessors 
will be taken on days to be appointed 
by the court. 


Spreciat Notice.—The Queen’s Bench final 
appeals and the New Trial Paper will be 
taken in alternate weeks as above stated, 
but if the New Trial Paper is disposed of 
before the end of the Sittings, then the 
Final at will be taken every week 
during the remainder of the Sittings. 


Fverare Sreciat Notics.—On Mondays 
and Fridays Final Appeals or New Trial 
Motions will only be taken when there 
are not enough Interlocutory or Bank- 
ruptcy Prem 5 for a day’s Paper. 


Aprgeat Court, II. 

Final and interlocutory appeals from the 
Chancery, and Pro Divorce, and 
Admiralty Divisions (Probate and Di- 
vorce), and the County Palatine and 
Stannaries Courts. 


App motns ex pte—orgl 
mots—apps from ords made 
jon inter 


ocuto: 
list) and Chan final apps 


Tues., 


Apr. 26 








Wes wisitscss 27.. ae final apps Gt 
P Jounty Palatine apps (if 
ms sag 28 any) r* Chan final apps 
Friday ...... 29) 
Mon Say 3, Cb al op 
Tuesday . 
‘f App motns ex pte—orgl | 
Wed 44 mots—apps from ords made 
Mere Sins otars on interlocutory mots (sep 
ie and Chan final apps 
Se County Palatine apps (if 
Thursday ... 5 t any) and Chan final apps 
Friday . 6) 
Semin? n +) Chan final apps 
Tuesday...... 10 
App motns ex pte—orgl 
Wed 11 | mots— apes trem ootomade 
mee Pei? 1 jon interlocutory mots (sep 
Teen’ list) and Chan tinal apps 
ursday ...12 . 
Friday ..... 2 
Saturday ...14 ) Chan final apps 
Monday ....16 
Tuesday .....17 / 


App motns ex pte—orgl 


Wed 7 mots- apps from ords made 
; * yon inter ocutory mots (sep 
n i list) and Chan final apps 
hursday ...19 \ 
Fri., April 20 
——- ..-21 > Chan final apps 
Monday ....2é 
Tuesday .....24/ 
{ App ponnea ex ad ee: 
7 ay 25 ) mots—apps from ords made 
Wednesday 2 eodieny mots (sep 


| on inter! 
list) and Chan final apps 


Thursday ...26 \ 
Friday 27 | 
Saturday ...28 ) Chan final apps 
Monday 30 
Tuesday .....31 
Jaee motns ex pte —_ 
= - mots ps from ords made 
Wed., June * yoni interlocutory. mots (sep 
list) and Chan final apps 
wjlav o' County Palatine apps (if 
Thuraday ... 2 ¢ any) and Chan final apps 
Friday 3...Chan final apps 
N.B.—Lunacy Petitions (if any) are taken 


in Appeal Court II. on every Monday 
at Eleven until further notice. 

Srrciat Notice. — When the Interlocu- 
tory Appeals are not enough for a day’s 
Paper, Chancery Final Appeals will ‘be 
added on Interlocutory days. 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
CHANCERY DIVISION. 
Cuancery Court, I. 
Me. Justice CHITTY. 
Tues, April 26...Mots and non wit list 
ee 4 t Non wit list 


Thursday 
Friday ’ Mots and non wit list 
os sht caus, procedure 
Saturday ...30) sums, opposed pets, and 
i non wit list 
Mon, May... 2.,.Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday .... 3) 
Wed. 4¢ Non wit list 
Thursday ... 5 5) 
Friday ..Mots and non wit list 
Pets, sht caus, opposed 
Saturday ... 7} pets, procedure sums, and 
A. non wit list 
Monday Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday .. 19) 
Wednesday 11 | Causes with wits 
Thursday .. 12 
Friday 13...Mots and non wit list 
Pets, sht caus, procedure 
Saturday ... a, —— pets, and 
' non wit 
Monday ....16...Sitting in chambers 
‘Tuesday =f 
Wednesday 1 Causes with wits 
Thursday . 18 19) 
Friday ..... ..Mots and non wit list 
Ki Pets, sht caus, opposed 
Saturday ...21) pets, procedure sums, and 
(non Wit list 
Monday......23...Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday ...24) et 
Wedneslay 25 > Non wit list 
Thursday ...26 . 
Friday 27...Mots and non wit list 
oe | Pet sht caus, procedure 
Saturday . SUInS, 0} posed. pets, and | 
= non wit list 
Monday......30.. Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday ...31 ) 
Wed., June 1 | Non wit list 
Thursday ... 2 ) 
Friday ...... 3...Mots and non wit list 


Any cause intended te be heard as a short 
cause must be so marked in the cause 
book at least one clear day before the 
same can be put in the paper to be so 
heard. Two copies of minutes of the 

proposed judgment or order must be left 

in court with the judge’s clerk one clear 
day before the cause is to be put in the 
paper, 


N.B.— In the weeks when non-witness 
actions are taken, further considerations 
will be taken on Tuesdays. In the weeks 
when witness actions are taken, further 
considerations will not be taken on Tues- 
days, but may be taken on Saturdays. 

N.B.—The following Papers on Further 
Consideration are required for the use of 
the Judge, viz. :—T wo Copies of Minutes 


of the pro Judgment or Order, 1 
G opy ew anges , and 1 © opy Chief Clerk's 
ntificate, which must be left in Court 


wth the Judge's Clerk one clear day 
', fore the Further Consideration is ready 
tv come into the paper. 


Cuancery Covrrt, IT. 
Mr. Justice NORTH. 
— April x -Mots and adj sums 
medike 9 eer 
Thursday ...28 } General paper 
Friday .29...Mots and adj sums 











Saturday ...30...Sht caus, pets, and adj sum 
Mon, May... 2...8itting in chambers 
Tuesday ... 3 ) 

ed. ......... 4) General paper 
Thursday ... 5 
Friday ...... 6..._Mots and adj sums 
Saturday ... 7...Sht caus, pets, and adj sum 
Monday...... 9...8itting in chambers 
Tuesday ...10 ) 
Wed. .........11 | General paper 
Thursday ...12 
Friday ......13...Mots and adj sums 
Saturday ...14...Sht caus, pets, and adj sum 
Monday ....16...Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday 17 ) 
Wed. ...18 > General paper 
Thursday 19 yf 
Fric .20...Mots and adj sums 
Saturday ...21...Sht caus, pets, and adj sum 
Monday ......23...Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday ...24 
Wed. Geaeral paper 
Thursday ...26 
Friday .27...Mots and adj ome 
ane wl ...28...Sht caus, pets, & adj sums 
Monday......30...Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday ...31) ) 
Wed., June 1 ! General paper 
Thursday a 
Friday 3...Mots and adj sums 


Any cause intended to be heard as a short 
cause must be so marked in the cause 
book at least one clear day before the 
same can be put in the paper to be so 
heard, Two copies of minutes of the 
proposed judgment or order must be left 
in court with the judge’s clerk the day 
before the cause is to be put in the paper. 


Lorp CuaNncettor’s Court. 
Mn. Justice STIRLING. 
= ues, April 26...Mots, adj sums, and gen pa 
Ved. 


38 ' General paper 


..Mots, adj sums, and gen pa 
30 ‘\Sht caus, pets, adj sums, 


Thornday 
Friday ..... 





Saturday ... and gen pa 

Mon, May... 2...Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday ... 4 

ae : General paper 

Thursday .. 

Friday ...... rd — , adj sums, pend 6 gen pa 
c " ~ (Sht caus, pets, adj sums, 
Saturday ... 7 m and gen ca. 

Monday...... 9.. Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday “40 ) 

Us sxeckscer il - General paper 

Thoreday 24 





Friday vee, adj sums, and gen pa 
( Sht caus, pets, adj sums, 





Saturday ...14 (and gen 

Monday ....16...Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday ...17 

Wed. ... isbn neral paper 

Thursday ... 

Friday ......20...Mots, adj sums, and gen pa 


(Sht caus, pets, adj sums, 





Saturday ...21 (and gen pa 
Monday...... 23... Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday ...24 
ae 25 General paper 
Thursday ...26 
Friday .....: 27. ees adj sums, vend, gen pa 
- { Sht caus, pets, adj sums, 
Saturday ...28 ‘and gen pa 
; Monday...... 30...8itting in chambers 
| Tuesday ...3 . 
Wed., Sane 2 yaaa paper 
Thursday 2 


| Friday ..Motns, adj smns, & gen pa 


| Any cause nner to be heard as a short 
cause must be so marked in the cause 
book at least one clear day before the 
same can be put in the paper to be so 
heard, and the necessary papers, includ- 
ing minutes of the pro a gow judgme nt or 
order, must be left with the judge’s clerk 
one clear day before the cause is to be 
put into the paper. 


Cuancery Court, re 
Mr. Justice KEKEWICH 


The following will be the Order of Business 
according to the days of the week :— 
in bers, 
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Tuesday, Wednesday, and Thursday—Wit- 
ness Actions, Non-Witness yo a = 
cluding Further Considerations), or 
journed Summonses as mentioned ion. 

Friday—Motions and Non-Witness Actions 
or Adjourned Summonses. 

Saturday—Short Causes, Petitions, and 
—" Actions or Adjourned Sum- 


Motions Ds will also be heard on the first day | 
of the Sittings—Tuesday, April 26th. 

Adjourned Summonses, Further Considera- Mr. Justice ROMER, 
tions, and Non-Witness Actions will be | | Actions transferred for Trial or Hearing 
taken in that order in priority to Actions | only will be taken in the order in the 
with Witnesses. Cause List on every day of the Sittings, 

Actions with Witnesses will not be taken from April 26th to June 3rd, both in- 
before Tuesday, May 10. | clusive. 


Liverpool and Manchester Business will be 
taken as follows :— 

Motions on days appointed for Motions. 

Short Causes, Petitions, and Adjourned 
Summonses on Saturdays. 

Summonses in Chambers on Friday After- 
noons, Liverpool and Manchester Sum- 
monses being taken on alternate Fridays, 
commencing with. Liverpool Summonses 

on Friday, April 29th. 





Cuancery Court, IIT. 


BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTH. 

Surrn.—April 6, at 113, Upper Villiers-street, Wolverhampton, the wife of John G. 

Smith, barrister, of Madras, of a son. 
MARRIAGES. 
Harman—Bircu.—April 19, at Northchurch, Herts, John Eustace Harman, of toe ‘s~ 
inn, barrister-at-law, to Ethel Frances, eldest daughter of the Rev. Augustus F. Birch, 
Rector of Northchurch. 
Jenxins—Kesnepy.—April 19, at Christ Church, Lancaster-gate, Lawrence Hugh Jen- 
kins, of Cilbronau, Cardigan, barrister-at-law, to Catherine Mina, second daughter of 
the late Andrew Brown ennedy, of Seacow Lake, Natal, S. A. 
a es.—April 13, at the parish church, Audlem, Alexander Mere Latham, of 
1, Templ rdens, barrister-at-law, to Eleanor, second daughter of Hilton Greaves, of 
Derker, Oldham, and Hankelow, — 


EATHS. 
Gissoy.—April 12, at 2, Worcester-villas, Clifton, Bristol, Thomas Winter Gibson, M.A., 
of the Western Circuit, barrister-at-law, 
es ent By 12, at 170, Ivydale-road, ~ a William Heggerty, solicitor, of 57, 
Moorgate-street, 
Lez.— mF 14, at 8, a Tavistock-square, Samuel fat M.A., barrister-at- 
law, Lincoln’ s-inn, and the Athenzeum Club, Mall, aged 55 








WARNING TO tnTENDING Houser Purcnasenrs & Lessees.—Before 
a house have the Sanita am © thoroughly examined by an os from The 
Sanitary Engineering & Ventilation Co., 65, next the Meteorological Office, Victoria-st., 
‘Westminster (Estab. 1875), who also undertake the Ventilation of Gffices, &c.—[ Apvr.] 


or renting 


WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, April 15. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limirep 1n CHANCERY. 

B. Tuomrson & Co, Linrrrp—Creditors are requested, on or before Ma: i 19, to send their 
names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to Joshua Rawlinson, 7, 
Grimshaw st, Burnley, Lancaster 

Henry Brooxs & Co, Linutren—Creditors are required, on or before be 14, to send their 
names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims to Allen "Henry Philip 
Stoneham, 28 and 29, St Swithin’s lane Friday, June 3, at 1, is appointed for hearing 
and adj udicating upon the debts and claims 

Ipano Synvicate, Limrrep —Creditors are required, on or before May 14, to send their 
names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to Harvey & Co, 14, Castie 
st, Live: 1, solors for liquidators 

Mexican Topacco PLant ations, Limrrep —Creditors are required, on or before May 27, to 
send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to Leonard 
tee } aaa 101, Leadenhall st Tatham & Co, 11, Queen Victoria’ st, solors for 

qui 

Unitev Dutcn Oyster Co, Limcrep—Creditors are required, on or before May 7. to send 
their names and ane resses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to Francis Theobald 
Butler, Esq, M.D., 8, Parchmore rd, Thornton heath Friday, May 13, at 12, is appointed 
for hearing and adj udicating upon the debts and claims 

by ~2 hoes ay Co—Pursuant_ to an order made by North, J, dated March 12, all persons 

inst the Van Railway Co, Limited, are required to send their names, 

i and descriptions, with full particulars of their depts or claims, to Mr tles 

Clark, » 205 * :~ Helens Tue dey, June 14, * oe at the chambers of North, J, is 
appoin' ‘or hearing and adjudicating upon the claims 

presented April 13, directed 


WeEstwoop, a & Co, Lutrrep—Petn for winding up, 
to be heard on April 30 Davis & Co, Coleman st, solors for petners Notice of = 
ing must abe § e abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the Se = April 29 

ZouTPANSBERG EXPLORATION AND Goup Miyine Co, Limirep uired, on 
< before July 12, to send their names and addresses, and the wn nee Hn of their debts 

to Frank Andrew Gillam, 245, Cromwell rd Renshaw & Co, Suffolk lane, 
selene for liv juidators 
Unuiitep 1x CHaNcEry. 

Sr. Hetens anp Districr Tramways Co—Creditors are 
send their names and addresses, and particulars of their ebts or claims, to Frederick 
William Marsh, 14, Cook st, Liverpool Friday, May 13, at 12, is appointed for hearing 
and adjudicating upon the debts and claims 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES rect ag 
Lorp Dunpas’s Unton Society, Punch Bowl Inn, 8ton bp Sask April 11 


Srar or Provipence Lopce, Grand United Order of Od ‘ellows, Plough Inn, 20, Milner 
rd, Attercliffe, Sheffield April 8 


uired, on or Do gy a May 6, to 


London Gazette.—Turspay, April 19. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limirep 1n CHANCERY. 
CH Messe, Limitrep-—Creditors are required, on or before June 14, to send their names 
addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to John Henry Jenks, New 
Broa st Savage, Ludgate hill, solor for liquidator 
Graypon Dy NAMITE Wak MATERIAL omg me Linirep—Petn for winding up, 
rag 13, to be heard before North, J, on Saturday, April 30 Beale & & 
Co, Gt rge "st, Slakneee petners’ solors Notice of eel must reach the 
abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the 
a4 it 
le & 


a Pixs, gogo & Co, Litrrep—By an order oaA y City, J, dated A 
ordered that the voluntary winding up of the company be continued 
Sane, Union ct, Old Broad st, solors for petners 
Postrace Stamp Automatic DELiveRy Co, Liurrgp—By an order made by Chitty, J, dated 
oot 8, rd was ordered that the voluntary winding up of the company be continued 
& Southern, Gracechurch st, solors for petners 
oneal yn Greditors are required, on or before June 1, es send their names and 
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Swiss A: & RaInway AND poems pew Co, Limrrep—Creditors are on or 
before May 17, to send their and addresses, and the particulars o are Petes debts or 
claims, to ohh Thornton, 46, Market st, Manchester Bates & Jellicorse, Manchester, 
solors for liquidator 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, April 1. 
Score. Been, Worcester. April 30. Carter v Carter, North, J. Westwood, Birming- 


Case, Avsert, Cardiff, Market Gardener. May 2. Lloyd v Davies, North, J. Cousins, 
Joy om Maseet Pulborough, Sussex, Grocer. April 28. Joyes v Joyes, Chitty, 
SicCapeet | t= April 23. a Chitty, J. 


Gazette.—TurspDAy, 


CoLTMAN, Onsen, Leicester, Licensed Victualler. A) 7%. “Nicolson v Allen, Stirling, 
J. Smith & Co, Bread st 


Jones, Mary y ion "Vevey, Switzerland. April 30. Farringdon v Birkley-Forrester, 


K Hoots. Wen, Chain rd, Islington, Carman. May 2. Ki Reynolds, Chitty, J 
ING, ALFRED y ing Vv 
Chaplin, John st, Bedford row : 
Caren, See ee Bristol, Licensed Victualler. May 6. Gibbs v Adams, Chitty, J 
an ’ 
Wececemmean, Jou, Baie, Lancaster, paren. May 3. Wolstenholme v Holt, 
Registrar, Manchester. Warburton, Manchester 


H J Arlington Baling, Buller. ‘May 9.” ‘orwood Horwood, Chitt: 
ORWOOD, JAMES, i x er. y 9. v y; 
J. Bartlett, Bush lane, on st : 
London Gazette.—Turspay, April 12. 
DowpeEswELL, GrorGe Francis, a Gloucester, 
12. Dowdeswell v Dowdeswell, North, J 
May 12. Dyson v Dyson, Chitty, J. 
fanten See De Gazette.—Fripay, oy 15. 
Buckey, Epwin James, erro, a. 
Chadwick, Bedf 


Seitwatias May 


Dyson, JAMES. > ite 


Gas Engineer. May 14. Chad- 


wick v Buckl 
Dossoy, ZiLLan, urton 4 Durham. Ma a3 "Sutherland y Tindale, Registrar, 
Durham. & Elliot, Stockton ate 


Lang! 
Mityes, Jouy, Brighouse, York, ‘Vessel Owner. May 20. Milnes v’Milnes, North, J. 
r Oriord, Manchester . 


Rounp, —-- Inner Temple, Barrister at Law. May 12. Kennedy v Jones, Kekewich, 
J. Fulford, Theobald’s rd, Gray’s inn h ‘ 2 

Siwvey, Henry, Cowpen Hall, Northumberland, Esq. May 16. Sidney v Sidney, Chitty, 
ca Brumell, Morpeth 


TINDALE, Wituam, Ewe Hill, , Farmer. Ma: = Sutherland v Tindale, Regis- 
trar, Durham. 


Durham. 
Langley & Elliot, Stockton on 


UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Turspay, April 5. 
Bayiey, Wiiiiam, Crewe, Chemist April16 Speakman & Flowerdew, Crewe 
Bee, Basse Joox, Bossall Hall, co Yorks May 13 -Peariess & Beeching, Tumbridge 


Buaxe, Raten, New Barnet, Herts April 30 Indermaur & Brown, Chancery lane 
Buiumer, Muuurner Josern, Bradfield, Essex, Farmer April 30 Synnot, Manningtree 


Burcner, Joux Witu1am, Stamford grove East, Upper Clapton, Gent May 14 Vander- 
pump & Son, Gray’s inn sq 
Cock, Joay, Mildenhall, Suffolk, Farmer April 16 Houchen & Houchen, Thetford 


De Vere, Mary Lucy, Southampton May5 Hore, Hilden, Beckenham, Kent 

Dosen, Josern, Bagillt, Holywell, Flints, retired Coal Dealer April 30 Cope, Holywell 
Erxsnaw, Toomas (sen), Totley,co Derby May7 Branson & Son, Sheffield 

Focan, Rosert, Lee py on Tyne, Wholesale Tobacconist May 24 Wilkinson & Mar- 


8 e 

Fier, Josern, Worthing, Spinner April 30 Sager, Todmorden 

Foster, Joux, Hadley End, Yoxall, Staffs, Farmer May 24 Goodger, Burton on Trent 
Gaz, Henry, Stapleton Mead, Martock, Somerset, Yeoman May5 Bollen, Yeovil 


Gowan, Boyce Epwarp, St James’s sq, retired Colonel inthe Army April 30 Nelson & 
Co, Essex st, Strand 
Hatt, a Whittington, nr Stourbridge, Staffs, Gent May 7 Davies, Netherton, 


Sessa Sanan Anne Russet, Eastbourne June 1 Loughborough & Gedge, 
A 


ustint 

——— ~ bean Wolverhampton, Financial Agent May 10 Fowler & Langley, 
olverhampton 

Haw — dey Oe, W a Tachtrook, co Warwick, retired Schoolmaster May 28 

Hreserp, we esate Won Wectheane Southampton, Dairyman May 7 Hallett, Southampton 


Ho.mes, eat Little Salkeld, Addingham, Cumbrid May 10 Arnison & Co, 
Meccers, Bam Edmondsley Colliery, co Durham May 4 Mabane & Graham, South 


Jaco, Tuomas, Plymouth, Gent May 20 Adams & Croft, Plymouth 
Kenyett, Harriett, Hastings May 10 Meadows & Co, Hastings 
Lixcarp, Exizasern, Chorlton cum Hardy, nr Manchester Apr 30 Marriott & Co, Man- 


Lioy L. .4 Ayy, Aston, co Warwick Apr 30 Wratislaw, Rugby 

Lyox, Marrua Maria, Plymouth May 25 Were & Fripp, Plymouth 

Marsumay, Saran, Bath May5 Tucker, Bath 

Marsan, Ann, Denholme, Bradford May 5 Spencer & Clarkson, Keighley 

Mavokr, Frances Any, East Retford, Notts May 31 Mee & Co, Retford 

Metlons, Bev desure Bewysamix, Flanders rd, Chiswick, Clerk May 5 Francis & Calder 


McLean, Anruony, Blackburn Apr 30 Radcliffes & Higginson, Blackburn 

Merav, Cuarves Jutivs, The Grove, Clapham rd, Esq May 9 Budd & Co, Austinfriars 
Merrwoop, Henry, Hamble le rice, co Southampton, Gent May7 Hallett, Southam pton 
Myers, Racue., Shaftesbury avenue, Bloomsbury April 30 Carter & Bell, Idol lane 





the particulars of their debts or claims, to & Green, 20, Market sq, 
a ny solors for liquidators 


Nears, Many Resscca, Micheldever, Hants May5 Pickett & Mytton, King’s Bench 
Walk, Temple 
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Neve, Cuar.es, Amberfield, Chart Sutton, Kent, Esq. "May 14 Philpott & Calloway, 
Cranbrook 


Pixe, ou Bitton, Hibernia chmbrs, London Bridge, Southwark, Hop Merchant May 
Rhodes & "Son, Dowgate hill 
ae. Henry Wittram, Thlifax, Pianoforte Manufacturer June1 Walker, Halifax 


Rostrox, Rosert Heyry, Cheadle, Hulme, co Chester, retired Woollen Merchant May 
9 Johnson & Johnsons, Stockport 


a, Srepuen Joseph WATERMAN, Weymouth, Gent May 5 Burnett & Domville, 


Seasrookx, Emma Manta, Harpenden May7 Rose-Innes & Co, Billiter sq bldgs 

Sicu, Wittiam Turace, Chiswick, Esq May 23 Few & Co, Surrey st, Strand 

Saitu, Epwarp James, Bath May4 Payne & Fuller, Bath 

Srvart, Witi1am, Catforth, Woodplumpton, nr Preston, Farmer May 2 Clarke, Preston 


Tuorman, Epwarp Heyry, Union st, Stratford, Engineer to West Ham Gas Co May1l 
Hubbard & Co, Cannon st 
Watxer, Bersy, Wharncliffe Side, nr Sheffield May 10 Dranstield & Hodgkinson, 
e, nr Sheffield 
WALKER, Wiitiam, Over, Cheshire, Butcher May 4 Cooke, Winsford 


Warpte, Wii11aM, Newcastle on Tyne, Carver May 18 Brown, Newcastle on Tyne 


Werner, Grorce btn = Ferry rd, Millwall, Licensed Victualler May7 Mann & 
P, tran 
Witxissoy, Exiza, Leicester May7 Berridge, Leicester 


emer Epwarp Port, Kingston on Thames, Gent May 21 Rimer, Quality court, 


Wiiiams, pr epeny South Shields May4 Mabane & Graham, South Shields 
Youneuuspayp, Lewis Epwanrp, Eastbourne, Clerk in Holy Orders May5 Pickett & 
Mytton, King’s Bench walk, Temple 
London Gazette.—Fripay, Apr. 8. 
Austis, Witu14M, Madeley, Staffs, Yeoman May2 T & E Slaney, Newcastle 
Bacoy, Rev Tuomas, Torquay May6 Prideaux & Sons, Goldsmith’s Hall 
Barr, Hersert Georae, Old st, Harlesden, Cabinet Maker May 21 Boddington & Ball, 


Manchester 
Bevenuam, Josern, Evesham, Gent May 31 Byrch & Cox, Evesham 
Beyvett, Louisa Hannan Fawsett, Florence, Italy May 23 Hinde & Co, Manchester 
Braker, Joux Barucu, Portslade, Sussex, Market Gardener Apr 29 Cockburn, Brighton 


Briaxp-Gar.anp, Tuomas, Burghfield, Berks, Esq, J.P. May 10 Tarry & Sherlock, Ser- 
jeant’s inn, Fleet st 

Brapsvern, Josern, Ashton under Lyne, Publican May14 Barber, Ashton under Lyne 

Braccr, Marcaret, Radipole, Dorset May 10 J & W B Sparks & Co, Crewkerne 

Briees, James, Balham hill, Gent May 31 Burton, Blackfriars rd 


Carter, Carouine Marta, Pembroke rd, Kensington June 1 Shepheards & Bird, King 


Brentfor 
Dawson, Extex, Warkworth Apr 30 Clayton & Gibson, Newcastle upon Tyne 


Dexaay, Puiu Hortox, Moseley, Worcs, Gent May 31 Johnson & Co, Birmingham 

Dextox, Cuar.es Lorp, St Briavels, Glos, Esq May 14 Drake & Co, Rood lane 

sane, Maver, Egremont, Cumbrid, retired Blacksmith May 12 Thompson, White- 

Suentain Wisnee Euiza, Chesterton, Cambs May 20 Foster, Cambridge 

Exuis, Hype Weepox, Haselrigge rd, Clapham, Gent April 30 Draper, Vincent sq, 
Westminster 


Kensington 
Cuantry, Exvizasetu, Richmond, Surrey May 30 Woodbridge & Sons, Serjeant’s inn, 
Fleet st, and tford 


Et.woop, Cuartes Wittcock, Bloxholm, Lincs, Farmer May 6 Dalton & Kemp, 


Lincoln 
Fewson, Mary, Margate May 16 Watson & Co, Hull 


Forster, Catuertne Maria, Warkworth, Northumbrid April 30 Clayton & Gibson, 
Newcastle on Tyne _ 
Foster, Hexry Pures, Newark upon Trent April 16 Haigh, Newark 


Ganrarp, Bexsasin Wuirey, Haymarket, Silversmith May7 Few & Co, Surrey st, 


Gare, Jane, Dulwich rd, Herne hill May 14 Richardson & Sadler, Golden sq 

Grecory, Grorcr Burrow, Boarzell, Sussex, Esq June 1 Roweliffes & Co, Bedford row 

Guiiy, Henry a Hanover st, Hanover sq, Tailor May 23 Layton & Co, Budge 
row 


on 
Hay, Epwanrp Hoimay, Monken Hadley, Esq May 30 Cooper & Co, Birchin lane 
Hersert, Cuantes James, Pall Mall, Captain Grenadier Guards May 9 Iliffe & Co, 


‘urd row 
Hovees, Jous Epwaxv, Knighton, Leicester, Gent June1 Berridge, Leicester 
Howarp, Wituiam, Salisbury, Gent May 31 Saxton & Son, Queen Victoria st 


Kesrt, Gzorcr’ Epwarp, Theydon Bois, Essex, retired Hosier May14. Williams & 
Neville, Austinfriars 
Ks1Gut, Jons, Bentley, Southampton, Yeoman May 10 Griffith & Co, Brighton 


Lamsert, Rt Hon Sir Joux, Elms rd, Clapham, K.C.B. May 18 Witham & Co, Gray’s 


inn sq 
Laver, Joun Fieiper, Guildford st, Russell sq May 17 Green, Walbrook 


Lexpox, Bicuarp Wii11am Penny, Sidmouth, Devon, Esq May 23 Jull & Godfrey, 
Anne’s gate, Westminster 
Lizx, Hesxry Groner, Liverpool, Gent May7 Cleaver & Co, Liverpool 


Liorp, Mary Ann, Cefn Coed, co Brecon April 29 Lewis & Jones, Merthyr Tydfil 
Lockyer, Groncr Rosert, Brighton, Builder April 29 Cockburn, Brighton 

Manr.ey, Rosert, Boosbeck, Yorks, Farmer May 11 Spry, Middlesborough 

Morr, Water Joun, Uxbridge, Licensed Victualler May 31 Davis, Basinghall st 
Newrtox, Harriet Exiza, Lee, Kent May 12 Lovell & Co, Gray’s inn sq 

Noss, Tuomas, Greetland, Halifax, Contractor April 16 Marshall, Halifax 

Nortnes, ieneman, Warnford ct, Throgmorton st, Stockbroker May 14 Hortin, 


Parsons, Aveusta, Folkestone May7 Few & ©o, Surrey st, Strand 

Puit.srs, Purr, Newport, Mon May 14 Lyne & Co, Newport 

Powerit, Mary Exizasetu Vere Boorn, Bolney, Cuckfield, Sussex April 30 Harrison 
gs, Gray’s inn 

Potiry, Arana, Cold Harbour lane, Camberwell, Butcher June 1 Davies, Chancery 

Reavine, Cuarnies, Warwick May 31 Handley & Co, Warwick 

Ricuarpsox, Frances, Ventnor,I W May12 J & WB Sparks & Blake, Crewkerne 

Rostxsox, Eowarp, Rotherham, retired Surgeon May 21 Oxley & Coward, Rotherham 

Rosixsos, Restivo Eowis, Hawkhurst, Sussex, Gent May 12 Sharpe & Co, New ct 


Scorr, Apam, Barnsbury st, Islington, Compositor May5 Browne, Warrington 








Bcorr, Re 7 oa Middlesceugh, 1 nr Carlisle, retired Blacksmith May 4 Mounsey & Co, 
‘] 


Suetpon, Ropert Wi111aM, Salisbury, Clerk in Holy Orders May10 Sheldon, Bath 
Cuane, Ouamee Joseru, Wellington rd, St John’s Wood, Gent May 14 Alderton, 


Suiru, J. ping Cromwell pl, Kensington, Gent May 16 Blyth, Norwich 

Srartin, SARAH Watton, Taunton May 3 Williams, Clement’s inn, Strand 
Sropart, Saran, St. Leonard’s on Sea May9 Chappell & Griffith, Golden sq 
Tayrtor, Jouy, Dutton Hall, co Chester, Farmer April 23 White & Sons, Warrington 
THEAKSTONE, MARGARET, South Seaforth, Lancs May4 Norris & Sons, Liverpool 
Tuomas, Ex1zasetu, Gorse ln, Swansea May 30 Williams, Swansea 

Tranter, Henry, Coventry May i6 Woodcock & Co, Coventry 

WELLS, James, Gt Yarmouth, Silversmith May18 Diver & Preston, Gt Yarmouth 
Witkixsoy, Avice, Sunderland May 20 Service, Sunderland 

Wikinson, Jonny, Sunderland, Gent May 20 Service, Sunderland 

Witisox, Henry Rosent, Brighton, Gent April 29 Cockburn, Brighton 

Wrient, Ricuarp, Lincoln, Chemist May1 Burton & Co, Lincoln 


London Gazette.—Turspay, April 12. 
ALLMAN, Jouy, Heyes, Crewe, Farmer May 20 Pedley, Crewe 


A..sop, Ricuarp, Nottingham, Saddler June 10 Watson & Co, Nottingham 
Arkinson, Wiiu1am, Leyburn, Yorks, Gent May19 Chapman & Dixon, Leyburn 
Barty, CuHarLes Epwarp,Byfleet, Surrey, Esq May 31 Hughes & Co, New Broad st 


Barrerssy, JouN, Fairfield, nr Manchester, Brewer May 24 Darnton & Bottomley, 
Ashton under Lyne 
Betrerton, Mary Ann, Egham, Surrey Sept 30 Paine & Brettell, Chertsey 


Bryyey, Tuomas, Hunslet, Leeds, Brass Founder May 1 Dunn, Leeds 
Bisuop, ean, Aldford st, Park lane May 14 Johnson & Co, King’s Bench walk, 


ny . Hawkshead, Lancs May2 Heelis & Son, Hawkshead, Ambleside 
Butt, ax. ARD, Queen’s rd, Dalston, Boot Manufacturer May7 Taylor, Lincoln’s inn 


Coit, Jouy, Bristol, Potato Merchant May 16 Crook, Bristol 

ConsTaBLE, Henry, Eversley rd, Winchmore Hill, Clerk in Holy Orders May 24 Chandler, 
Bishopgate st Within 

Cue, oom ~ aguas RIETTA, Jackson’s lane, Highgate May 31 Hughes & Co, New 

Corpery, SAMUEL, Swallowfield, Berks, Baker May 1€ Beale & Martin, Reading 

Coutson, Jouy, Uttoxeter, Staffs, Wholesale Grocer May 21 Saunders & Co, Birmingham 


Crook, Wigasem, Oswego, Kendall, Illinois, U 8 A, Farm Labourer May 28 Wadding- 
on, Burnley 
Fraser, WILi1AM, Birmingham, Coachbuilder May7 Fallows & Cochrane, Birmingham 


Frencu, James, Northfleet, Kent, Farmer May7 Robinson, &trood 


Fry, Zeus, now rd, Streatham Commor, Jeweller May 6 Fleming, Trinity sq, 
Southwar! 
Hapwey, ExizasetH Hannan, Nottingham June10 Watson & Co, Nottingham 


Hewett, Tuomas, Cranford, Farmer May 1 Ruston & Co, Brentford 
Hout, Jonn Witioveusy, Totterington Lower End, Lancs, Farmer May 9 Openshaw’ 


— St Bride st, Wholesale Stationer May 31 White & Co, Whitehall pl 
Kyicut, Joseru, Handsworth, Staffs, Gent May 21 Saunders & Co, Birmingham 
Livett, JANE, Brighton June 30 Harwood & Boutflower, Bristol 

Lucas, Georce, Weeley, Essex, Licensed Victualler May18 Lucas, Ramsey 

Ma .vasar, Epwiy, Coton in the Elms, co Derby, Farmer May 25 Goodge, Burton upon 


Trent 
McMu ld omg Long Eaton, Physician May 24 Huish & Wilson, Long Eaton, nr Not- 


tin 

meee Rt. Hon. Puiuir, York, Lord Mayor May 21 Cobb, York 

Mituican, Exvizanetu, Stapenhill, Burten on Trent May 21 Gatey, Ambleside 

MILLs, ve Bricurmore, Alvaston, co Derby, Esq June 10 Watson & Co, Not- 
tingham 

HarpMAn, Joseru WiiiiaM, Congresbury, Somerset, LL.D., Clerk in Holy Orders May 
10 ‘Bramble & Watts, Bristol 

Nasu, eee, Minster, Isle of Thanet, Kent, Carpenter May 18 V & A Daniel, 

Pare b.. 4 a Luioyp, Waithe, Lincs, Farmer May13 Bell & Co, Louth 

Puaraou, Henry, Mount Nod rd, Streatham hill, Builder May 20 Sowton, Bedford row 


Sorr, mo te Horatio, Finsbury circus, Chartered Accountant May15 Smith & Co, 


Porter, Samurt, Derby, Turner May 30 J & H F Gadsby & Coxon, Derby 

Pratt, James Pertiver, Aston, co Warwick, Corn Factor May 21 Saunders & Co, Bir- 
mingham 

Ratcirre, James, Goodnestone next Wingham, Kent, Gent May 16 Plummer & Field- 
ing, Canterbury 

Ry.ey, Any, Bolton May4 Ryley, Bolton 

Sacer, Sraysrie_p, Worthing, Gent June 24 Eastwoods & Sutcliffes, Todmorden 

Sanosrer, Joun Wii11am, Portsea, Scalemaker May12 Palmer, Gosport 

ee Re LeH, Westhougton, Lancs, Innkeeper May 10 Balshaw & Hodgkinson, 

mn 
Suaw, Pernam Suaw, Wardrobe chmbrs, Doctors’ Commons, Stock and Share Dealer 


May 31 Slark & Metcalf, Serle st, Lincoln’s inn 
Smirn, Exvizaseru, Craven hill ‘grdns May 21 Harwood & Stevenson, Lombard st 


Smirn, Nancy, Lancaster May9 Sharp & Son, Lancaster 


SyeLi, Tuomas, Brighton June1 Maydwell, Brighton ° 
Sourney, Greorcr Locker, Parker st, Drury In, Leather Merchant May 20 Sowton, 
Bedford row 


Taruam, Mary, Nottingham June10 Watson & Co, Nottingham 
Tay.or, Witt1am Henry, Weston super Mare, Gent June1 Cox, Swansea 


Tome, ty A , Langdale, Westmrld, Yeoman May2 Heelis & Son, Hawks- 
C81 
Trew, Tuomas, Witham, Essex, Tanner May 12 Stevens & Co, Witham 


Wanp, Manrua, Warrington, Restaurant Keeper May 12 Browne, Warrington 
Warsoy, Tuomas, Southport, Hotel Proprietor May 9 Openshaw, Bury 

White, Henny Joun, Kingston upon Hull, Gent May 24 Thorney & Son, Hull 
Wiis.1ams, Wei.incron, Park place, Leyton, Esq May21 Gush & Co, Finsbury circus 


” | Woop, James Hancreaves, Frizinghall, Bradford, Gent May 16 Morgan & Morgan, 
! Bradford 
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BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 


London Gazette.—Fuipay, April 15. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Ampaoes, Oe 8, Coventry, Grocer Coventry Pet April 12 
12 


eee we rry, Emsworth, Panes Printer Portsmouth 
Pet April12 Ord April 12 

Barr, Bexvamin, St Helen’s, panna Dealer Liverpool 
Pet April 12 Ord April 12 

Beare, Wittram Micuwaet, my Nurseryman 

eicester Pet April 11. Ord April 1 

Beaxrv, Jounx Tgomas, Birmingham, eee. Agent Bir- 
mingham Pet April 12 Ord April 12 

Borreritt, Frank ILLIAM, Manningham, Bradford, 
Dyer’s Traveller Bradford Pet April12 ‘Ord April 12 

CarvENTeR, Joun Wittiam, Leeds, Boot Manufacturer’s 
Manager Pet April 12 Ord April 12 

CHETTLE, Horario Freperick, Horton rd, Hackney, Com- 
yom Agent High Court . Pet April .11 Ord 
April 11 

CuurcumMan, J B, Charterhouse st, Provision Merchant 
High Court Pet Mar 21 Ord April 12 

Couvseat, Atrrev Tuomas, Gravesend, Ship Breaker 
Rochester Pet April 11 Ord April 11 

Coxry, Sternenson CHampers, Mareham le Fen, Lines, 
Farmer Lincoln Pet April 11 Ord April 11 

Dastevs, Witt1am, Coatham, Redcar, Yorks, High Bailiff 
of County Court of Durham Stockton on Tees and 
Middlesborough Pet Mar 9 Ord April 9 

Davies, Joux, St Clears, Carmarthenshire, Draper Car- 
marthen’ Pet Apri2 Ord Apr 12 

Davis, Caries, Henry Davis, and Atrrep Davis, New 
Zealand avenue, Barbican, Carriers High Court Pet 
Mar 24 Ord Apr 12 

Davis, Stranes, & Barker, King William st, Strand High 
Court Pet Mar21 Ord Apr 12 

Fa..ows, Joun Tuomas, Bredbury, Cheshire, Consulting 
Engineer a Pet Apr 12 Ord Apr 12 

Forrester, THomas Frepenicx, Cross Keys, Beaconsfield, 
Bucks, Licensed Victualler 
Ord a r 12 

GARDNER, "home hen naa] Faas Printer 
Pet Apr 12 Ord Apr 12 

Georck, Frank WILL —s" - Grimsby, Grocer Gt Grimsby 
Pet "Apr 11 Ord eu 

Hargisoxn, Wittiam Wii.iam, Cwm, nr Swansea, School 
Board Attendance Officer ‘Swansea Pet Apr 12 Ord 
Apr 12 

Harnere.L, Evwarp, Pickwick, Corsham, Wilts, School- 
master Bath Pet Apr = Ord Apr 12 

Hea.ey, Samue., Milton rd, Bow, Builder High Court 
Pet Jani9 Ord Aprs 

Henry, Henri Cuanias Joseru, 8t James’s st, Piccadilly, 
Art Decorator Court Pet Mar 21 Ord Apr 2 

Hitt, Samuet, West Gorton, nor ~~ late Pork 
Butcher Manchester Pet Mar 31 Ord Apr 12 

eer CM, Gravesend, Draper Rochester Pet Mar 28 


Aylesbury Pet Apr 12 
Portsmouth 


Ord Apr 11 

Hoxcx, Joun H., Mount ew rd, Hornsey High Court 
Pet March 17 Ord April 8 

Jackson, WiLLiAm, Leeds, Boot Manufacturer Leeds Pet 
April 9 Urd April 9 


Jarvis, WittiAmM KEpwarp, Gt Grimsby, Fisherman Gt 

Grimsby Pet April 12 Ord April 12 

Jouxson, CHARLES JuDsON, ca Ironmonger Cardiff 
Pet April 12 Ord April 12 

Joxzs, Georce, Rochdale, Labourer Oldham Pet April 
13 Ord April 13 

Jones, Russert, New Park rd, Brixton - China Dealer 
High Court Pet Feb 22 Ord April 1 


Ke.ry, Joun Wit1iam, Landport, Z Grocer Ports- 
mouth Pet April11 Ord April 11 
* Lrorp, Maria, Pembroke Dock, Ironmonger Pembroke 


Dock Pet April12 Ord April 12 

Lyox, Georcr, St John’s Wood terr, Marylebone, Baker 
High Court Pet April13 Ord April 13 

Macture, Henry Marryy, Queen Victoria st, 
Agent High Court Pet March 19 

Mercaure, Harry, Heckmondwike, 
Pet April 11 Ord April 11 

Moser, Erxest, Manchester, Provision Merchant 
-chester Pet April12 Ord April 12 

Nakranore, Epwarp James, Exeter, Draper 
April 9 Ord April 9 

Nicnori, Witiiam, Wigan, Tailor 
Ord ‘April 12 

~Overror, Samvet Catv, and ALrrep Nevi.ir Avis, Beau- 
fort mansions, Queen Anne’s gate, Westminster, Com- 


Insurance 
Ord April 13 
Grocer Dewsbury 
Man- 
Pet 
Pet April 12 


Exeter 


Wigan 


pany Promoters HighCourt Pet Feb16 rd April 11 
ek. an. jun, Hanley, Hosier Hanley Pet March 26 
April 7 
Paice, Marcaner, Ilminster, Innkeeper Taunton Pet 
April 9 Ord April 9 


Raueu, Wintiam James, North Shields, Provision Dealer 
Newcastle on Tyne Pet April 11 Ord April 11 

Rogers, Henry, orlingworth, Suffolk, Hurness Maker 
Ipswich Pet April12 Ord April 12 

Stan.x, Jacos, Frank Seance, and Emeuixn Seanre, 
Penzance, Cornwall, Boot Manufacturers Truro Pet 
April13 Ord April ot) 

Suarky, James, Newcasrte on Tyne, a Dealer 
Newcastle on Tyne Pet April2 Ord April 1 

Sirv a, R eee st, St James’s High Court Pet Feb) 

April 7 

Sur aa, Joux, Great Queen st, 
yom i Engineer 
April 1 


Lincoln’s inn fields, 
High Court Pet April 1 Ord 


Srenp, E 7 & Co, Woodgrange road, Forest Gate, Fancy | 
Ord | 


Toy Warehousemen High Court Pet March 17 
April 11 
Tuomas, WintiaMm, Swansea, Commission Agent Swansea 
let April 12 Ord April 12 
Vause, Wittiam Henry, Gateshead, Horse Dealer New- 
castle on Tyne Pet ‘April 13. Ord April 13 
High 


Warens, Joux Corxexius, New Bond st, Hosier 
Ord April 11 


Court Pet April 11 





Warts, Jou, Dev ,General Dealer East Stonehouse 
Pet 11 April 11 
Weepy, Rosert, and Witiiam Joun Wexevy, Warkworth, 


Northbrid, Builders Newcastle on Tyne Pet April 13 
Ord Apri bt) 


The following amended notice is eee ve that pub- 
lished i in the London Gazette, Apr. 8 


Wituiam Hven, Setadiotniah, Clothier’s 
tt Peterborough Pet April5 Ord April 5 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Barnes, Harry, Emsworth, Hants, Printer May 4 at 4 
Off Rec, Cambridge June, High st, Portsmouth 

BEALE, Witniant Micuae., Loughborough, Nurseryran 
April 27 at 3.30 Off Rec, 34, Friar lane, Leicester 

Bevineron, Amprose, and Ervest Bevineatrox, Hanley, 
Earthenware Manufacturers April 25 at 3 North 
Stafford Hotel, Stoke upon Trent 

Borrerit., Frank Wituiam, Manningham, Bradford, 
tows > April 29 at 11 Off Ree, 31, Manor 
row, 

Bort, Heyry, ods Builder 
Park row, Leeds 

CoLsELL, ALFRED Trromas, Gravesend, Ship Breaker April 
28at11 Off Rec, Rochester 

Davies, WALTER Henry, Liverpool, Tallow Chandler 

April 29 at 2 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

ow Soars Neath, o-, bourer April 22 at 12 
0 1, Alexandra. rd, Swansea 

Drake, ==: Walsham le Willows, Suffolk, Plumber 

and Glazier April 26 at12 36, Princes st, Ipswich 

Earer, Epuunp. x, B ksmith April 
22 at.3 Off Ree, 95, Tem: le chmbrs, Temple avenue 

Evans, Davin, ey, Mon, Builder April 27 at3 Off 
Rec, Merthyr 

Fisuer, Samve., Wolverhampton, Grocer April 25 at 11.30 
Off olverhampton 

Frencu, Samu EL, Princes rd, ‘Senne hill, Florist April 22 
at 11 Bankru bldgs, Care: 

Guiascow, Henry Emmort, Te ag Bucks, Boot Manu- 
facturer April 22at3 1, St Aldate’s, Oxford 

Go.prxc, Josern, ea m, Kent,Carman April 28 


Srerueys, 


‘April 28 at 12 Off Rec, 22, 


at 12.30 24, roach, London Brid 

Grir¥iTus, PP on thm, aieee. co Brecon, Builder April 
27 at 12 Off Rec, Merthyr Tydfil 

Hiiper, Greorer, Peasmarsh, Sussex, Farmer May 9 at 
12.30 Young & Son, Bank bldgs, Hastings 

Hou.ier, C M, Gravesend, Draper April 28 at 11.30 Off 
Ree, ester 

Horsey, Hu —, Bourne Valley, Dorset Horticultural 

Build 29 at 12.30 Off Rec, Salisbury 


er A) 
Jones, Joun, Hatod, nr er som | 
26at12 Off Ree, 
Ke tty, Joun W1Lt1AM, 
, Cambri 


_ Glam, Farmer April 


ina os Grocer May4at3 Off 
June, High ~~ Portsmouth 


Kyock, "Grorar, ew Cross rd, Grocer April 28 at 11.30 
> way a , London Bridge 
LigutBurN, GEorGE, Nantwich ; Eeakonper April 29 at 10.45 
Royal Hotel, Crewe 


Miso, Freperick Wit.iam, Sheffield, Saddler April 25 
at 3 Off Rec, Figtree lane, Sheffield 

Morris, Eowrs WALTER, and Wittiam GreorGce Mornis, 
Portsmouth, Curriers April 22 at 12.50 Off Rec, Cam- 
bridge Junc, High st, Portsmouth 

Narramore, Epwarp JAMES, Exeter, Draper April 27 at 
3 Off 13, Bedford circus, Exeter 

NEwBOULD, Roser, Shortheath, nr Wolverhampton, Farmer 
April 25 at 12 Of Rec, Wolverhampton 

Nicno.t, Wituiam, Wigan, Tailor April 26 at 10.30 


Court house, King st, Wigan 
Nokes, Joseph ARTHUR, "Leivester, Confectioner April 27 
at 12.30 Off Rec, 34, Friar lane, Le 


icester 
Parr, Joun, the yo , Hosier April 28 at 10.30 
, Newcastle under Lyme 
Payer, A E, Folkestone, Builder April 22 at12 Off Rec, 
5, Castle st, Canterbury 
pe Borg Jou Tuomas, Ilkley, Yorks, Cabinet Maker 
April ‘Ws atil Of Rec, 22, Park row, 

Rosiysox, Tuomas, Folkestone, a April 29 at 10 
0 Castle st, Canter' 

l, onl 
iverpool 


’ 5, C 
Simursox, Tuomas, Live 
Rec, 35 35, Victoria st, 
Sowersutts, Wittiam TuHoMmas, Renting, 
chant’s Foreman April 22 at 12 Off I 
chmbrs, Temple avenue 
Sransprivce, WILLIAM, vane, Saddler April 27 at 12 
Dolphin Hotel, Chiches' 
Werner, ay Herman, _# Samuet Cuarces Puinuirs, 
Gt Geo Westminster, Estate Agents April 25 at 
12 Ban he hee 
Wasees Joun, ‘reherb 
ff Rec, Merthyr Tvéai 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Axkers, Henny, Newton-by-Tattenhall, Ghorhion, 
maker Chester Pet April1 Ord April 11 
Ascme, Daniet Gorcue., Blackfriars rd, Lodging house 
Keeper High Court Pet March 25 Ord April 12 
Baker, Hexny Jouy, Bartholomew close, Tea Dealer 

High Court Pet March 21 Ord April 11 
Barvow, Frayx, — Gent’s Outfitter 
April 6 Ord April 11 
Banrvyes, Harry, Emsworth, Hants, Printer 
Pet April 11 Ord Aj ril'12 
Barr, Bexnvamix, St He —_, Fumiture Dealer Liverpool 
Pet April 12 Ord April 12 
Brae, Wruiiam Micuar, sgughbensagh, Nurseryman 
Leicester Pet — 9 Ord April 11 
Beauccerk, Ausrey De Vere, late Queen’ s gate, Kensing- 
ton, Gent High Court Pet Aug 2! Ord April 12 
Borrerint, Fraxk Witiiam, Manningham, Bradford, 
Dyer’s Traveller Bradford Pet Aprili2 Ord April 12 
Carveyter, Joun Witriam, Leeds, Boot Manufacturer's 
r Leeds Pet April 12 Ord April 12 


April 29 at 3. Off 


Timber Mer- 
, 95, Temple 


A Glen, Tailor April 28 at 12 


Shoe- 


Oldham Pet 


Portsmouth 


Coutse.t, ALrrep THomas, Set Shipbreaker Roches- 
ter ‘Pet April 11 Ord April 1 
Cexty, Srerueyson Cuampers, Mareham-lo-F en, Lines, 





Daviss, Foun, St Clears, Draper Car- 


Carmarthenshire, 
12 Ord April 12 


“io Ss as Pet Apri'i2 Ord. April aS 
ineer 

GaRpNER, JOHN es, Printer and Stationer 
Portsmouth Pet April 12 April 12 

Guegee, he’ Wort at th Gt Grimsby, Grocer Gt Grimsby 

use = wy Emmorr, Chesham, jucks, Boot Manu- 

sa Pet A 1 o> April 11 

tieamten sox, Wintaa mg nr Swansea, 
Board A! eneaen Bed Aprili2 Ord 
April _— 

ay Epwarp, Pickwick, + ane School- 

peih Recap a it Ord Ape 
How, ¢ CM, bo > pet Mar 26 


J aunts 
Pet 


NicHou., 
oO 


1G Leeds, Boot Manufacturer Leeds 
ril9 Ord April 9 
Jarvis, Wittiam Epwarp, Gt Goat. Fisherman Gi 
Grimsby Pet 12 Ord A 
Jounsox, CHARLES JUDSON, » aR Cardiff 
Pet April 12 il 12 f 
Jones, GrorGe, Roc! Labourer Oldham Pet April 
13. Ord April 13 
Keuity, Joun Wittian, Landport, Grocer Portsmouth 
Pet April 11 ee 
Mercatre, Harry, Dewsbury 
Pet il 11 Ord April 31 
pean, Wigan, Tailor Wigan Pet April 12 
2 
i Gerorce, Cardiff, Grocer Cardiff Pet April 7 
il9 
Rates, Witiiam James, North Shields, Pati Dealer 
N eon Tyne Pet Aprilil Ord April 11 
Ricus, Freperick Aueustu ay Rees late Athol ter, Merton rd, 
South Wimbledon High Court Pet Oct7 Ord April 
11 
Rivpe., Joux, 8t — Contractor Liverpool Pet 
March 17 Ord April 13 
Rogers, wy ~y orlingworth, — ry Harness Maker 
Ipswich Pet April12 Ord April 12 
trae. Sacom Phaxe. Seanut, and Eme.in eee 43 
acturers 13 
. Ord “April 13 
Suort, Tuomas, Wear, Gifford, Devon, Farmer Barnstaple 
Pet is Ord a whe 
‘obacconist Leicester Pet March ?4 


Simpxiy, A, Leicester, 
il 12 

Sairn, Freperick WILLIAM, ~T a Clerk Birming- 
ham Pet April9 Ord April 13 

Sxuees, Tuomas Cxares, Crondall, Hants, Wheelwright 
Guildford Pet April 4 Ord April 12 

Syow, Joun, Leicester, late Licensed Victualler icester 
Pet March 5 Ord March 21 


Sraypripce, WILLIAM, Chichester, Saddler Brighton Pet 
March 31 Ord April 12 
Sreruens, JonatTHan, Devon Chemist East Stone- 
house March 30 April 13 
High ani Ord Apri “ , 
4 
Tusaat, \ Wit114M, Swansea, Poe cody nant Swansea 
Pet April 12 Ord April 12 
ILLIAM Hewry, Gateshead, Hi 
on Pet April 13 Ord Dra April 13 
General Dealer East Stonehouse 
April 11 
Wa pond R, Pretoria orenme, Bs St James st, br 4 
,. = 7 's Clerk High Court Pet April 8 Ord 
Ap 


The following amended notice is substituted for that pub- 
"he anes ee April 8 :— 


Sreruens, Wittiam Huan 
tant Peterborough “bet horn 


Sweertinc, ALBERT paseen 
Court Pet iu 


Vausk, New- 


Warts, pee ye 
Pet 


, Clothier’s Assis- 
rd April 5 
The following amended notice is gy ae that pub- 
lished i in the London Gazette, A: 


Everett, Rosert Horace, Bw 
Gt Yarmouth Pet April 9 


Caste ‘sift, 
rd April 9 


Miller 


Loudon Gazette—Turspay, April 19. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Brace, W. E., Witton, Warwickshire, Farmer Birming- 
ham Pet March 29 Ord April 13 


Bramury, Groner, Derby, Cabinet Maker Derby Pet 
April7 Ord April 14 

oa, een a Brighton, Hosier Brighton Pet April 2 

Darcy, BaRrHoLomew, eteing, Tailor Northampton 
Pet April 14 Ord April 14 

Ev aie Bangon Millines Bangor Pet Aprill4 Ord 


Gavican, Joun, Carlisle, Painter Carlisle Pet April 14 
Ord April 14 


Gou.p, JAMES, ye Mare, put Butcher Bridge- 
water Pet rd April 14 

Herpert, James nd Seng, Milliner Dewsbury 
Pet Ord April 13 


Sane, SS eee, Gent High Court Pet March 9 
LAVERACK, Pot, York, Painter York «Pet April 14 
Ord April 


Lena, om ch kK, Joms Suerwix, and a py a, 
Leicester, ufacturers Pet April 
14 Ord A 


LUEwELLYN aa then Meotep, Gam, Boot Dealer 
Cardiff 'Pet Aprili4 Ord Aprilit 


Moorrtoy, Tuomas, Eastbourne, 1a Dealer East- 

bourne Pet 29 Ord April 1 

Parker. James Cornisu, Kingskers rewell Devon, Draper 

Exeter Pet April 14 Ord April 14 

Paxxer, Wititam, Gt Yarmouth, = Merchant Gt Yar- 

mouth Pet Aprill4 Urd April 14 

REvUTERWALL, 3 Pe Ord Gloucester, Shipbroker 
Gloucester April 14 : 





Farmer Lincoln Pet Aprilll Ord April 11 





Rosexre, Joun Vascbes GHAN 
head Pet April 9 Ord April 14 
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Tuomas, Jexxys Davin, Cilfynydd, Pontypridd, Glam, 
Master Tailor Pontypridd Pet April 13 Ord April 13 

Viner, James, Beckington, Somerset, Baker Frome Pet | 
Aprili4 Ord April 14 


The en tf amended notice is substituted for that pub- | 


in the London Gazette of April 15 :— 


Moser, Jacon Erxst Harrwic, Manchester, Provision 
Dealer Manchester Pet April 12 Ord April 12 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Amprose, Cates, Coventry, Grocer Apr 30 at 11.30 Off 
Rec, 17, Hertford st, Liverpool 

Baxer, Grorcr Lowe, Liverpool, Licensed Victualler May 
6at3 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Bartow, Frayx, Oldham, Gent’s Outfitter Apr 27 at 2.30 
Off Ree, Bank chmbrs, Queen st, Oldhain 

Bowen, Faxxy Marta, Ludlow, Salop, China Dealer Apr 
2@at10 Corn sq, Leominster 

Crampers, Frank Owes, Kidderminster, Actor Apr 29 at 
1 Ivens & Morton, solicitors, Kidderminster 

Corey, Samugt, Kidderminster, Grocer Apr 29 at 12.45 M 
Co! solicitor, Kidderminster 

Davies, Francis Wuire, Presteigne, Radnor, Dealer in 
Fish Apr 28at10 18, Corn sq, Leominster 

Doyxetty, Jony, Liv erpool, Hay Salesman May 5 at3 
Off , 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Fatiows, Jous Tomas, Bredbury, Cheshire, Consulting 

April 2 A at 1 Off Rec, County chambers, 

Market pl, Stoc ; : 

Geary, Tuomas, Ol <4 Coal Dealer April 27at3 Off 
Ree, Bank ¢ . Queen st, Oldham 

Greex, Harry JAMES, Berkswell, Warwickshire, Farmer 

April 30 at 11 Off Rec, 17, Hertford st, Coventry 

Hanoina, Witiam, Greete, Salop, Blacksmith April 29 at 
12.30 M Corbet. Solicitor, Kidderminster 

Mivp.etosx, Pav, Stourport, Wores, Coal Dealer April 29 
atiz2 M Corbet, Solicitor, Kidderminster 

Parker, James Corsisn, Kingskerswell, Devon, Draper 

2atil Off Rec, 13, ford circus, Exeter 

Parurs, W J, Kidderminster, Provision Merchant April 
29 at 12.40 A 8 Thursfield, Solicitor, Kidderminster 

Powe tt, James Sourna.t, Tipton, Staffs, Grocer April 26 
atli Off Rec, Dudley 

Reysow “ye — Stockport, Cotton Doubler April 27 at 
11.30 Mf Rec, County chbrs, Market pl, Stockport 


Witcox, Sistas Colwall, Herefordshire. Builder April 29 
| April 25.—Messrs. E. E. Crovcner & Co., at the Mart, 


at 10.30 Off Rec 
Wituiams, Tuomas James, Kinnersley, Herefordshire, 
Farmer April 28 at 10 18, Corn sq, Leominster 





ADJUDICATIONS. 
| AMBROSE, Sou, Coventry, Grocer Coventry Pet April 12 
Ord ril 1 


Ap 

Boptey, need James Drew, Burslem, Staffs, China 
Manufacturer Burslem Pet Mar 24 Ord April 13 

Carropus, Hepizy, Bradford, Manufacturer radford 
Pet Mar 29 Ord April 14 

Cuiark, Franx W, Sou! yor] Surrey, Engineer Croy- 
don Pet Oct 21 Ord April 14 

Daws, Rose oe Osean, » Bingley, Yorks, Artist Bradford 
Pet Aprils Ord A 

Evans, a ANE, Bangor, Hilliner Bangor Pet April14 Ord 


April 14 
Gavecan oat, Sen, Painter Carlisle Pet April 14 
Ord April 14 


Go.pise, Josepn, New ram, Kent, Carman Greenwich 
Pet Mar 28 Ord April 8 

Gou.p, James, Weston super Mare, Pork Butcher Bridg- 
water Pet April14 Ord April 14 

Hotioway, ALicz Maup Wuire, WILLIAM GrorGe Grove 
Hottoway, and Cuartes Naruan Cuincnen Wuirte 
Hottow ay, Medstead, Hants, Farmers Winchester 
Pet Mar 28 Ord April 14 

Laverack, Tuomas, York, Painter York Pet April 13 
Ord April 14 

Liewettyy, Davip Emiyy, Maesteg, Glam, Boot Dealer 
Cardiff Pet April14 Ord April 14 

Newsoutp, Rocer, Shortheath. nr Wolv aerate, Farmer 
Wolv erhampton Pet April 4 Ord April 1 

Parker, James Cornisn, ~~ ore Secon Draper 
Exeter Pet April 14 Ord April 

Parker, Wituiam, Gt Yarmouth, "Fish Merchant Gt Yar- 
mouth Pet April 14. Ord Apri 

RopeRTs, Jonny VAUGHAN, Birken od, , Birkenhead 
Pet April9 Ord April 14 

Srusrey, Wittiam Hewry, Me gery am Innkeeper 
Dewsbury Pet Mar 31 Ord _ 

Tuomas, Jexkyn Davin, Cilfynydd, Pontypridd, Glam, 
Master Tailor Pontypridd Pet April 13 Ord April 


13 
Vixer, James, Beckington, Somerset, Baker Frome Pet 
April 14 Ord April 14 


SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


E.C., at 2 o'clock, Freehold Ground-rents and Leasehold 
Investments (see adv ertisement, April 16, p. 4). 


April 27.—Messrs. Epwin Fox & Bovusrrexp, at the Mart, 
.C., at 2 o’clock, Ground Lease (see advertisement, 
March 26 26, p. 4). 
April 27.—Messrs. Epwix Fox & Bousrie.p, at the Mart, 
.C., at 2 o’clock, Freehold Building Site (see advertise- 
ment, this week, p. 435). 

April 27.—Messrs. Tortis & Harpine, at the Mart, E.C., 
at 2 o’clock, Freehold Ground-rents and Freehold Pro- 
perty (see advertisement, April 9, p. 405). 

April 28 and 29.—Messrs. Baker & Sons, at the Mart, E.C., 
at 12 for 1 o’clock, Freehold Ground-rents (see advertise- 
ment, this week, p. 435). 





All letters intended for publication in the 
“ Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 

Subscription, PAYABLE IN ADVANCE, which in- 
cludes Indexes, Digests, Stututes, Double Num- 
bers, and Postage, 53s. WEEKLY REPORTER, 
tn wrapper, 53s. 


26s. 6d. ; 


SouiciTrors’ JOURNAL, 
by Post, 283s. 6d. Volumes bound 
at the ofice—cloth, 2s. 9d., half law calf 
5s. 6d. 








| Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 


Journal with regularity, it is requested tha 
application be made direct to the Publisher. 








Eas Tr. isas. 


THe GRESHAM LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 


ST MILDRED’S HOUSE, POULTRY, LONDON, E.C. 
WEST END BRANCH—2, WATERLOO PLACE, 5.W. 


ASSETS EXCEED 


TOTAL PAYMENTS UNDER POLICIES 
ANNUAL INCOME EXCEEDS 








£4,702,000 
9,972,000 
$29,000 


GS THERE is NOTHING DESIRABLE in LIFE ASSURANCE which the SOCIETY does not FURNISH CHEAPLY, INTELLIGIBLY, and PROFITABLY 


RWolicies Indisputable after 5S Wears. 
Annuities of all kinds granted. Rates fixed on the most favourable terms. 


THOMAS G. ACKLAND, F.1.A., F.8.8., Actuary and Manager. 
JAMES H. SCOTT, Secretary. F " oi 


SALES BY AUCTION FOR THE YEAR 1892 


i. DEBENHAM, TEWSON, 
& BRIDGEWATER beg to announce 
that thie BALES SALES of LANDED ESTATES, Investments, 
Town, Suburban, and Country Houses, Business Premises, 
Building Land, Ground-Rents, Advowsons, Reversions, 
Stocks, Shares, and other Properties will be held at the 
AUCTION MART, Tokenhouse-yard, near the Bank of 
in the City of London, as ogre _ 
Tuesday, 26 ' Tuesday, June 21 | Tuesday, Aug. 9 
Tuesdar, May Thursday, June 23! Tuesday, Aug. 16 
Tuesday, May 10 | Tuesday, June 28 | Tuesday, Aug. 23 
Tuesday, vv 7 | Tuesday, as 5 eae my Oct. 4 
Tuesday, iy 24 | Tuesday, J uly 12 uésday, Oct. 18 
Mz | Tuesda Tuesday, Nov. 1 
q Tuesday, Nov. 15 
Tuesday, June 14 | Tuesday, Aug.2 | Tuesday, Dec. 6 
country, by arrangement. Mere. Debeaham, ‘Towson, 
country, arrangement. Mes«rs benham, Tewson 
& Bridgewater undertake Sales and Valuations 
for for Probate and other of Furniture, Pictures, 
Detailed Lists of In- 


are 

Ra og Tewson, Farmer, & Bridgewater, 
os fee and Valuers, 80, Cheapside, 

Laman. Telephone 3 No. 1,503. 


By order of the Trustecs.Leaschold improved Ground- 

rente, to £9) per annum, amply secured upon 
Mos. 33, 25, 37, 30, and 41, King Henry’s-road, N.W 
unexpired. 


Held for @ years 
\ SSREE. DEBENHAM, TEWSON, 
FARMEE. & 9 gb ATER will ak L the above 


at the MART, on TUESDAY, MAY 3, at TW 

Particulars of Meners. Phelps, Kidz ak, . & Biddle, 
Solicitors, 18, Grresham-street ; and of the Auctioneers, ), 
Cbeapride. 





CITY of LONDON. 


Freehold Ground-rent of £150 a year, with a reversion in 71 | 
years to rack rents now amounting ‘to about £700 a year. 
‘By order of the surviving trustee of the late Fitz 
Comyn, Esq. 


N ESSRS. DEBENHAM, TEWSON, 
4 FARMER, & ee WATER will SELL, at the 
MART, on THURSDAY, MAY 26, at TWO, the substan- 
tial FREEHOLD OFFICE PREMISES, No. ’23, Bush-lane, 
Cannon-street. The building has a handsome elevation in 
stone and brick, with commanding corner frontage of about 
19 feet to Bush-lane, and about 2s feet to Little moat pen 
and covers an area of about 1,400 feet. It is arranged and 

adapted for four floors of offices, with good basement under, 
and is all sublet to eminent firms of solicitors at rents 
amounting to about £700 a year. The property is let for a 
term of 99 years from Midsummer, 1864, at a net ground- 
rent of £150. This affords an opportunity for trustees 
and others to acquire an absolutely safe freehold ground- 
rent, together with the reversionary value to the large rack 
rent. 


Particulars of Mexers. Vandercom, Hardy, Oatway, & 
Doulton, Solicitors, 24, Bush-lane; and of the Auctioneers, 
8), Cheapside. 


\ ESSRS. DEBENHAM, TEWSON, 
A FARMER, & BRIDGEWATER’S LIST of 
ESTATES and HOUSES to be SOLD or L ET, including 
Landed Estates, Town and Country Residences, Hunting 
and Shooting Quarters, Farms, Ground Rents, Rent 
Charges, House Property and Investments generally, is 
published on the first day of each month, and ma be 
obtained, free of charge, at ‘their offices, 80, Cheapside, £ | 
or will be sent by post in return for two stamps. Particn u- | 
lars for insertion should be received not later than four 


days previous to the end of the preceding month. | Awen 


DENMARK HILL jor PECKHAM. 
| By Order of the Trustee of the late W. W. Chadwick's 
Estate.—Third TPortion.—Valuable Freehold Ground- 





514 unnum. 
i | TESSRS. CHADWICK will SELL by 
dks 


AUCTION, at s the MART, E.C., on THURSDAY, 
MAY 12, at TWO ., in Thirty Lots, valuable FREE- 
HOLD GROUND- ENTS, amounting to £514 per annum, 


| as follows :— 


Ground- |Estimated ; Rever- 
rents. |Rack-rents| sions. 


DENMARK HILL. -Ingle- , 
wood House, Grove-park- 
road, and about 4} acres 
of land. 

Eight Family Residences, 


£202 £500 (in 8%} 
nown as Bremen House, | 


‘years 


ps meng! Brooklyn, Ripon 
Lodge, Woodlands, Ash- 
burton, Clifton and ‘South 
View, Gpese-pattecend ; 


PECRHAM” The 45 Pri- ) 
vate Residences, Nos. 1, 
3, 5, 7, 9, 75, 77, 79, 81, 83, 
85, 87, 89, 91, 93, 95, 97, 99, 
101, 103, 105, 107, 109, 111, 
113, 115, 117, 119, 121, 128, (i= sro 
125, 127, 129, 131, 133,135, 66] to 77 
137, 139, 141, 143, 145, 147, | years 
149, 151, and 153, Chad- 
wick-road, Peckham; in 
21 Lota. 


in frour 
141 900 63 to 70 
. years 


> Iii 1,500 


a 


£514 £2,000 
Particulars and conditions of sale may be had of Messrs. 
Finch & Turner, Solicitors, 81, Cannon-street, E.C.; at the 
Mart, E.C.; or of Messrs. Chad wick, Surveyors and Land 
Agents, 17, Parliament-strect, 8.W. 
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